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III.  —  On  the  Sounds  mid  Inflections  of  the  Cyprian 

Dialect. 

By  CHARLES  E.  BENNETT. 

Dr.  Isaac  H.  Hall  in  the  Proceedings  of  the  American 
Oriental  Society  tor  Oc\.ohQr,  i^yj,  stated  the  wants  existing 
at  that  stage  of  Cyprian  study  as  i)  a  complete  collection  of 
inscriptions,  2)  a  correct  syllabary,  3)  a  compilation  of  the 
best  interpretations  ;  after  which,  grammar  and  vocabulary. 
The  first  and  second  of  these  wants  have  been  admirably 
met  by  Deecke's  publication  of  the  existing  inscriptions  with 
an  appended  syllabary  in  Collitz's  Samnilung  der  GriechiscJien 
Dialekt-Inschriften.  Bd.  I.,  Heft  i,  1883.  The  excellent  foun- 
dation laid  by  this  brilliant  and  thorough  work  has  encouraged 
the  present  attempt  at  a  systematic  treatment  of  the  grammar 
of  the  dialect. 

The  inscriptions  made  use  of,  in  addition  to  those  pub- 
lished in  Collitz's  Sainuihing  (212  in  number),  have  been  the 
following :  — 

1.  The  two  inscriptions  with  fragments  of  two  others  pub- 
lished by  Sayce  in  the  Berliner  PhilologiscJie  WochcnscJirift, 
1884,  No.  21. 

2.  Three  inscriptions  published  by  Hans  Voigt  in  the 
Studia  Nicotaitana,  1884. 

3.  Thirty  inscriptions  published  by  Deecke  in  the  Berliner 
PhilologiscJie  WocJienschrift,  1886,  Nos.  41,  51,  52. 

4.  The  two  bilingual  inscriptions  of  Tamassus,  published 
by  Deecke  in  the  Berliner  Philologische  Wochcnsehrift,  1886, 
No.  42  ;   1887,  No.  12. 

5.  Meister's  new  reading  (suggested  by  Deecke)  of  inscrip- 
tion 41   in  Collitz's  Sannnlnng,  in  the  Berliner  Philologische 

Wochcnsehrift,  1887,  No.  52. 
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6.  The  two  inscriptions  published  by  Deecke  in  Besaeji- 
bej'gers  Bcitrdge,  xi.,  p.  315  f. 

7.  The  reading  of  Collitz  134  as  published  by  Prellvvitz 
in  Bezzenberger  s  Beitrdge,  ix.,  p.  172. 

The  inscriptions  discovered  in  Cyprus  during  the  last  year 
have  not  as  yet  been  published.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  they 
may  add  to  our  knowledge  of  the  dialect. 

As  regards  the  inscriptions  published  by  Deecke  in  Col- 
litz's  Savunhuig,  I  have  been  compelled  to  doubt  the  general 
correctness  of  one  or  two  of  the  longer  ones,  and  mention  this 
here  that  more  weight  may  attach  to  what  is  urged  below 
against  particular  forms  occurring  in  these  inscriptions.  The 
inscriptions  are  Nos.  6"^,  69,  and  126. 

No.  68  is  the  longest  of  the  inscriptions  in  the  Cesnola 
collection  in  the  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art,  New  York. 
The  characters  are  quite  clear  in  the  main,  to  judge  from 
Hall's  fac-simile  {yournal  of  the  American  Oriental  Society, 
X.,  Plate  iv.,  13).  The  divisors  are  also  plain.  But  unmis- 
takable as  several  of  the  words  of  the  inscription  seem  to  be, 
e.g.  yaipere,  line  I  ;  deol<i,  line  2  ;  a(v)dpco7re  and  ^ecot,  line  3  ; 
ird{v)ra  and  a{v)6pw'Trot,  line  4,  yet  there  are  other  words 
exceedingly  doubtful,  especially  ttoti,  ft'-jiroi,  ipeLaT]<;  in  line  i  ; 
ipepafjbeva  and  7ra{v)TaK6pacrTo<;  in  line  2  ;  ov,  eivLcnai^,  aA,(X)' 
erv;^  a  Ki)p  in  line  3  ;  and  Kv/xeprjvai  and  (f)povea)L  in  line  4. 
These  words  are  doubtful  not  only  from  the  uncertainty  of 
some  of  the  characters  contained  in  them,  but  more  espe- 
cially in  view  of  their  peculiar  and  irregular  formation  (see 
below  for  the  separate  cases).  Furthermore  the  interpreta- 
tion which  Deecke  seeks  to  establish  for  the  whole  inscrip- 
tion (see  Bezz.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  y8  ff.)  is  so  forced  and  far-fetched, 
that  I  cannot  believe  the  reading  which  yields  such  a  sense 
to  be  correct.  Several  words  as  ttotl  and  iirLo-ral'i,  even  if 
formally  correct,  cannot  have  the  signification  which  Deecke 
attributes  to  them.  Even  the  metrical  structure  of  the  verses 
(Deecke  claims  four  hexameters)  to  which  Deecke  appeals 
for  the  confirmation  of  his  results,  is  extremely  harsh,  involv- 
ing the  lengthening  of  the  final  i  of  ttotl,  the  lengthening  of 
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the  I  of  t\,  the  shortening  of  the  second  syllable  of  eVtcrTat?,^ 
the  crasis  of  dewi'^  a\.(X)\  besides  two  striking  instances  of 
hiatus. 

In  view  of  all  these  difficulties  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
true  reading  of  this  difficult  inscription  has  yet  been  reached, 
and  I  have  therefore  felt  it  unsafe  to  attempt  to  base  any 
grammatical  conclusions  upon  it,  at  least  for  the  present. 
An  irregularity  or  two  in  an  inscription  otherwise  certain 
(c.£:  at\o3v  Coll.  60,  14  ;  a^addi  59,  4)  may  be  easily  ad- 
mitted ;  but  to  admit  the  existence  of  irregularities  in  any 
number  in  an  inscription  which  is  thereby  made  to  yield  only 
an  unsatisfactory  sense,  reduces  the  probability  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  any  one  word  to  a  minimum. 

No.  69,  though  apparently  accepted  without  reservation  by 
Hall  {Journal  of  the  American  Oriental  Society,  xi.,  p.  221), 
seems  to  me  to  be  open  to  precisely  the  same  objections  as 
urged  against  No.  68,  including  faulty  metrical  structure. 

No.  126  is  uncertain  in  several  of  the  characters,  and  a 
number  of  the  words  as  read  by  Deecke  involve  principles  at 
variance  with  the  usage  of  the  dialect.  The  sense  too  is  not 
convincing. 

No.  41  is  now  taken  by  Deecke  {Bezz.  Bcitr.,  xi.,  p.  317) 
as  reading  from  left  to  right,  instead  of  from  right  to  left  as 
formerly.  This  gives  an  entirely  different  text,  which  has 
not  yet  been  fully  made  out.  Meister,  following  Deecke,  has 
offered  in  the  Berliner  Pliilologische  WocJienscJirift,  1887, 
No.  52,  a  new  reading  of  the  inscription.  But  this  is  largely 
conjectural  and  to  be  accepted  with  caution. 

Nos.  122-125  have  been  shown  by  Voigt  {Bezz.  Beitr.,  ix., 
p.  168)  to  be  in  all  likelihood  cleverly  executed  forgeries,  and 
will  accordingly  be  left  entirely  out  of  consideration. 

'  This  is  Deecke's  explanation,  but  it  is  simpler  to  assume  aphreresis  of  the 
initial  c. 

2  Equally  harsh  would  be  the  assumption  of  synizesis  in  fleoii,  with  shortening 
before  the  initial  vowel. 
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SOUNDS. 

Vowels. 
1. 


Cyprian  a  corresponds  in  general  to  primitive  Greek  a  and 
a  of  the  other  dialects;  e.g.  a{y)Ti  Coll.  6o,  5  ;  ^a<ji\ev<i  17, 
I  ;  fdva^  18,  I. 

1.  huXrov  Coll.  60,  26  appears  in  other  dialects  as  SeXro-i, 
being  derived  from  the  name  of  the  letter  delta  (to  BeXra). 
The  Semitic  name  of  the  letter,  however,  is  daleth,  and  it  is 
doubtless  owing  to  the  influence  of  the  Phoenician  dialect  of 
Cyprus,  that  the  Cyprian  Greeks  employed  the  form  Sa\.To<; 
while  the  others  said  SeXrof. 

2.  Whether  iap6<i  as  in  Doric,  Elean,  Boeotian,  Thessalian 
and  Arcadian  (in  the  latter  by  the  side  of  Upo'i)  really  exists 
in  Cyprian  is  as  yet  uncertain.  Of  Deecke's  three  forms 
'Iap(t){v)8av  Coll.  118  ;  tapcoTaro<;  41,  i  ;  and  japd  72,  2,  the 
first  is  entirely  uncertain,  and  the  second  no  longer  main- 
tained by  Deecke  himself  (see  Bess.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317).  Only 
the  last  of  the  three,  japd,  can  lay  claim  to  serious  attention. 
Whether  japd  can  be  for  Ijapd  {i.e.  lapd;  see  §  18,  i)  is 
extremely  doubtful.  The  only  theory  on  which  we  could 
account  for  the  disappearance  of  the  initial  i,  would  be  that 
it  merged  in  some  way  with  the  final  i  of  the  preceding 
*A'7r6X{\)covc.  This  may  be  correct  in  spite  of  the  divisor, 
vzs.  a  '  po  '  lo  •  ni  '  \  ja  '  ra  \  Cf.  Coll.  26  e  '  mi  '  \  0  '  la  '  o  ' 
—  i.e.   possibly  7}yu,i  ToXaw.      Cf.   Deecke,  Bezz.    Beitj'.,  vi., 

p.  83. 

The  regular  Cyprian  form  is  /e/jo?  {iJ€p6<;)  ;  e.g.  ijepev^; 
Coll.  40 ;  i€prio<;  38,  3,  et  pass.  None  of  the  forms  in  Ijep- 
ever  show  any  tendency  to  lose  their  initial  vowel  and  to 
appear  as  jep-. 
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As  to  the  relation  of  the  two  forms  iep6<i  and  lapo'i,  it  seems 
quite  probable,  in  view  of  Skrt.  isird-,  that  the  latter  is  the 
primitive  one,  and  that  t'epo?  is  of  secondary  origin,  with  -epo? 
for  -a/309  after  the  analogy  of  (f)o^ep6<;,  BoXepoq,  Tpofi€p6<;,  etc. 
This  is  Osthoff's  view.  See  MorpJiologische  UntersncJinngen, 
iv.,  p.  149  ff.      Cf.  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.^  §  94. 

3.  KUTaaTijae  CoLL.  12/  cannot  be  a  Cyprian  form  for 
Kareardae.  The  syllabic  text  seems  to  give  ka  '  ta'  se'  te  •  se  : 
But  the  principles  of  the  Cyprian  syllabary  would  demand 
ka'  ta'  sa'  te  '  se  '  to  represent  KardaTr^ae.  This  has  led 
Voigt  {Be.':;::.  Beitr.,  ix.,  p.  170)  to  conjecture  a  mistake  of  the 
stone-cutter,  by  which  the  ta '  and  te  •  in  the  second  and 
fourth  syllables  were  interchanged.  In  that  case  we  should  get 
ka  '  te  '  se  '  ta'  se  ',  i.e.  Kareardae,  —  the  regular  form,  found 
frequently  in  other  Cyprian  inscriptions,  e.g.  Coll.  27,  2  ;  28. 

4.  Equally  uncertain  is  'ira{v)raK6paaT0^,  the  reading  pro- 
posed by  Deecke  in  Coll.  68,  2,  which  he  takes  {Beaa.  Beitr., 
vi.,  p.  79)  for  iravTaKopearoq,  i.e.  an  emphatic  uKopearoii,  for 
which  Deecke  compares  iravTdpta-ro'i,  etc.  But  this  change 
of  €  to  a  is  difficult  to  justify  either  physiologically  or  by  any 
etymological  combinations.  Moreover,  the  word  is  suspicious 
in  its  composition.  Travrdpiaro^;,  which  Deecke  compares,  is 
not  sufficiently  analogous  to  give  much  probability  to  his 
view  of  the  word.  We  ought  to  have  instances  of  some 
verbal  beginning  with  alpha  privative,  to  which  iravr-  has 
been  prefixed,  such  as  'jravr-dj3aro<;,  7ravT-dKpi.To<;,  before 
crediting  so  remarkable  a  form  as  7ravT-a-K6peaTo<;,  even  did 
it  occur  with  t,  and  not  a,  as  here.  Hall  {Jour.  Am.  Or.  Soc, 
xi.,  p.  220)  after  a  careful  rc-e.\amination  of  the  inscription  in 
New  York  reads  here  7rd{v)Ta  ')(d>pat  Sox,  taking  Deecke's 
sa'  as  an  i',  which  he  insists  is  correct.  But  Bco<;  surely  can- 
not be  right. 

5.  As  to  the  possible  origin  of  the  peculiar  ending  -av,  in 
the  ace.  sing,  of  consonant  stems,  from  -nv  {cf.  tra/xov  for 
€-tvi/jl-ov),  see  below,  under  Inflections,  §  29,  i. 

6.  The  a  in  fie/xvafjiivoi  Coll.  71,2  must  be  taken  as  short, 
if  the  inscription  (with  Allen,   l\-rsiflcation  in  Greek  Inscrif- 
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tions,  p.  46)  is  really  to  be  regarded  as  metrical,  which  I 
doubt.  Allen's  view  requires  us  to  assume  the  addition  of 
€7w  in  verse  i  and  the  interpolation  of  either  irai  or  ev  in 
verse  2,  along  with  the  shortening  of  a  to  a  in  fieixvaixevoL. 
This  seems  to  me  improbable,  especially  as  thereby  we  gain 
only  rough  verses  at  best. 

7.  pelade,  Hall's  reading  of  Coll.  70  {Jour.  Am.  Or.  Soc, 
xi.,  p.  221),  which  he  takes  as  imperative  of  pe^w  ("do  sacri- 
fice ")  is  not  in  the  smallest  degree  probable. 

2. 

d. 

Cyprian  d  appears  in  ev')(w\a<i  Coll.  59,  4;  eardaav  71; 
Kapv^  65,  et pass. 

1.  Final  -di  {i.e.  -a)  sometimes  appears  as  d  by  the  disap- 
pearance of  the  I.  For  the  examples,  see  below,  under  DipJi- 
thongs,  §  1 1,  4,  2) ;  13,  3.  Whether  this  change  ever  occurred 
in  the  interior  of  a  word  is  extremely  doubtful.  Deecke 
thinks  he  finds  an  instance  m" K^rj  Coll.  126,  which  he  takes 
for  " Aihr^L  {i.e.  " Kthrj).  But  the  other  difficulties  of  the  pas- 
sage ro{v)  h6fjie{v)" X{i)hr}{t)  fiLaaaTd)  (see  below,  §  23,  4;  26,  3) 
are  so  great  that  small  probability  attaches  to  the  correctness 
of  this  particular  form. 

3. 

Instances  of  regular  €  are  yivoirv  Coll.  60,  29 ;  Se^Lwi  37, 
2  ;  76  56 ;  oveOrjKe  72,  i. 

1.  'Apc(TT0Kp€T7]'i  CoLL.  7 1  ;  '^Ta(Ti,fcpeT€o^  (gcri-)  Studia 
Nicolaitana,  p.  6^\  TipLOKpkreo^  Berl.  Phil.  IVoeh.,  1886,  No. 
41,  II.,  viii.  ;  <t>L\o/cpeT€o<;  ibid.  vii.  ;  Tt/xo«pe[Teo'?]  Berl.  Phil. 
IVoch.,  1886,  No.  52,  xxi.,  have  e  where  the  other  dialects 
have  a  (AptaTOKpciTTj^;  etc.).  Coll.  148  has  .  .  .  ke'  re  •  te  '  se  ', 
apparently  the  conclusion  of  a  proper  name  in  -KperTj^,  the 
first  part  of  which  is  lost.  Ti/jbOKper7]<i  Coll.  121  is  very 
uncertain.  Besides  forms  in  -KpeTT]^  forms  in  -KpdTrj<i  also 
occur,  e.g.  SraaiKpdrTj'i  Coll.  17,  l  ;  'SraaiKpareo';  1 8,  2. 
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These  two  formations  represent  two  different  forms  of  the 
suffix,  Kper-  (strong)  and  KpaT-  (weak).  The  original  inflec- 
tion, 

'  nom.  -KpeTr)<i, 

gen.    -Kpareo-i  (for  *-KpaTeo<i,  i.e.  *-Krt€(xo<i), 

has  become  modified  by  the  "levelhng"  process  {cf.  Wheeler, 
Analogy  and  the  Scope  of  its  Application  in  Language,  p.  2 1  ff.). 
In  most  Greek  dialects  the  levelling  took  place  in  favor  of 
the  strong  form  -Kper-.  The  Cyprian  is  peculiar  in  that  it 
has  levelled  both  ways,  and  so  developed  two  inflections, 

-Kperr]^  -KpciTrjq 

-Kpireo^;  -Kpareo^i 

as  shown  by  the  above  examples.  {Cf.  the  Anglo-Saxon  prae- 
tcrite  sang,  plural  sungun ;  whence  by  similar  levelling  we 
get  in  modern  English  the  two  inflections  sang  and  sung) 
These  were  probably  local  differences.  The  close  relation- 
ship of  the  Arcadian  to  the  Cyprian  is  shown  by  the  occur- 
rence of  proper  names  in  both  -/c/oeVr;?  and  -KpdT7]<i  in  that 
dialect  also,  e.g.  KvTOKp€Tr)<;  Coll.  1246,  D,  17;  KaWiKpe- 
T7](;  1246,  B,  15;  l,o)KpeT7]'i  1231,  C,  i;  KaXXi/c/Je'reo?  1 246, 
B,  3;   ^ApiaTOKpdTr}<?  1 181,  A,   12. 

2.  K€  Coll.  60,  10,  23,  29.  As  primitive  form  of  this 
particle  we  must  assume  K:iv  found  in  Homer  and  Lesbian. 
This  was  doubtless  originally  orthotone.  By  its  side  stood 
the  weak  form  ku  (i.e.  fctj),  enclitic,  preserved  in  Boeotian, 
Cretan,  Heraclean,  Laconian,  Elean,  and  Locrian.  The 
form  K6  can  only  be  explained  (with  Spitzer,  Laut.  Ark.  Dial., 
p.  8,  and  Osthoff,  Geschichte  des  Perfects  ini  Indogennani- 
scJien,  p.  328)  as  a  compromise  between  these  two  forms  Kkv 
and  Ka,  a  "  Contaniinationsbildung."  Parallel  with  Doric, 
Boeotian,  and  Elean  Ka,  as  weak  form  of  Kev,  occurs  Thessa- 
lian  ixd  {i.e.  fiti)  as  weak  form  of  /xev,  in  the  sense  of  Be  ;  e.g. 
Coll.  326,  3  ;  345,  20,  et  pass.  Cf.  Prellwitz,  De  dialecto  Thcs- 
salica,  p.  48  ;  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.^-  §  24,  i).  So  also  the  Homeric 
and  Attic  /i.a  as  a  particle  of  asseveration,  e.g.  vaX  p.a  rohe 
fTKrjTTrpov  A  234  ;    vol  pia  A('a  Ar.  Achar.  ^d>.     Even  in  the 
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strong  form  /xeV,  we  see  in  Homer,  and  occasionally  in  Attic, 
unmistakable  evidence  of  the  same  affirmatory  force,  which 
was  original  to  this  particle. 

That  in  these  latter  instances  a  "  Contaminationsbildiuig''' 
fxe  has  not  been  developed,  must  be  ascribed  to  the  early 
differentiation  in  the  meanings  of  [xev  and  fid,  and  the  conse- 
quent feeling  that  they  were  separate  words,  while  Kev  and 
Ka,  as  long  as  they  existed  side  by  side,  remained  identical  in 
signification. 

3.  Xe\aiJiLvi[(ov\,  on  coins.  Coll.  176,  177,  and  SeXa/it'i/io?, 
Sayce  in  Bci-l.  Phil.  Woch.,  1884,  No.  21,  have  «,  while  '%aXa- 
ulvio^,  Coll.  148,  represents  the  vulgar  formation.  The  «  is 
probably  attributable  to  Semitic  influence.  Deecke  (on  176) 
compares  XeXa/juiv,  a  town  in  Galilee.  The  reading  of  Coll. 
121,  where  Deecke  suggests  'ZaXa/xivio<i,  is  quite  uncertain. 

4.  o)pl(T€Tv  (aor.,  =  oipiaaTo)  Coll.  126,  i  has  not  devel- 
oped its  €  from  a  by  any  phonetic  process,  but  is  simply  an 
illustration  of  the  tendency,  occasionally  exhibited  by  the 
sigmatic  aorist,  to  assume  the  thematic  formation.  {Cf.  the 
same  phenomenon  in  Homer,  e.g.  iirL^/^aero  t,  "jS  ;  hvaero  V 
328).  Perhaps  the  Cyprian  form  is  due  directly  to  Homeric 
influence,  as  is  undoubtedly  the  case  with  a  number  of  words 
in  this  dialect.     See  §  20,  i. 

5.  ocre/a  CoLL.  41,  formerly  taken  by  Deecke  {Bezz.  Beiti'., 
vi.,  p.  71  f.)  for  oaela,  another  form  of  o(tio<;,  is  now  read  by 
him  quite  differently.     See  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317. 

6.  For  Deecke's  €  in  the  inflection  of  nouns  in  -eu?,  tj  is 
rather  to  be  written,  e.g.  ^aaCkr\fo<i  not  ^a(Ti\kfo<i.  See 
below,  under  Inflections,  §  28. 

7.  The  Cyprian  name  of  the  town  of  Citium  was  Kerioi',  as 
seen  in  Kert'wv  (gen.  sing.)  Coll.  59,  i  ;  Kerrv/re^  60,  i.  So 
also  the  abbreviated  Kert.  57  and  Ke.  195  on  a  coin. 

4. 

1- 

Cyprian  "n  corresponds  regularly  to  primitive  Greek  'n  and 
to  1]  of  the  other  dialects  (except  to  that  Attic  and  Ionic  T 
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which    has    arisen   from   primitive   Greek   d),  e.g.   Kaai'yvrjTot 
Coll.  "/l  ;   IjaTrjpav  60,  3;   XraaLKpdrrj'i  17,   I. 

1.  " Khr}  is  read  by  Deecke  in  Coll.  126.  He  takes  it  for 
" A{t)hr]{t)  (see  §  2,  I  ;  13,  3,  b).  But  this  involves  question- 
able principles  in  the  case  of  the  word  itself,  and  the  context 
is  uncertain,  so  that  Deecke's  reading  can  only  be  regarded 
as  conjectural.  If  correct,  the  word  might  be  referred  to 
Homeric  influence.     See  §  20,  i. 

2.  MoLaihr]fjLo<i  CoLL.  12/  is  very  uncertain  and  can  be  cor- 
rect only  on  the  assumption  that  it  is  an  Ionic  name.  On 
KaTdaT7]ae  in  the  same  inscription,  see  above,  §1,3. 

3.  ifeiar]<;  CoLL.  68,  2,  taken  by  Deecke  {Bezs.  Beitr.,  vi., 
p.  79)  as  gen.  sing,  of  *'ef6i(T0<i,  i.e.  l'(To<i  (ef.  Hom.  vfjei  ilaai 
for  *eFl<Tat)  cannot  be  correct  in  its  %  The  inscription, 
moreover,  has  elsewhere  d,  according  to  Deecke's  own  read- 
ing, e.g.  6vaTot<;,  a.  On  other  objections  to  the  word,  see 
below,  under  DipJitJiongs,  §  12,  2. 

4.  lOoviKT]  Coll.  41,  3,  formerly  taken  by'  Deecke  {Bezz. 
Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  71,  5)  as  for  IBvv'ikt]  ('straight  victory'),  disap- 
pears with  the  changed  reading  of  that  inscription  (see  Bezz. 
Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317). 

5.  The  Ionic  ^  in  Hall's  EuBd/ji,(o86TT)<;  {Jour.  Ant.  Or.  Soc., 
xi.,  p.  229  =  Coll.  ioi)  cannot  be  correct,  especially  with 
the  non-Ionic  d  in  the  second  syllable.  'Vi/jLo8cop/jTT]<i  ibid. 
p.  231  (Coll.  121)  is  doubtful  and  improbable. 

6.  ^er]ToviK(o  CoLL.  1 28  is  apparently  correct  and,  if  so,  to 
be  explained  as  an  Ionic  name. 

7.  avXijo-t]  (for  avX/jcrr) ;  see  §  13,  3,  b)  Coll.  126,  2,  is  to 
be  referred  to  avXeo),  not  avXdco,  and  hence  its  11  presents  no 
irregularity.  The  tendency  of  verbs  originally  ending  in  -6lo> 
to  change  to  verbs  in  -iu>  is  abundantly  illustrated  by  the 
evidence  of  other  dialects,  e.g.  Cretan  jjlolkIwv  {i.e.  /xoix^fov) 
instead  of  fioiKacov  in  the  Gortynian  inscription,  II.,  21  ;  ti/xi- 
ovaa  (i.e.  rifxiovaa)  for  rifidouaa,  Cauer,  Deleetus'^  132,  22; 
avXev  {i.e.  av\e-ev)  Bn//etin  de  CorrespO)idance  Hellenique, 
1885,  10,  8  {cf.  Herforth,  De  dialeeto  Cretiea,  in  Dissertationcs 
Ilalewscs,  1887,  p.  279)  ;  Delphian  avkkovre^  Cauor,  Delectus,^ 
211,  17,  et  pass.  139 
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8.  The  name  of  the  city  Idalium  appears  in  Cyprian  always 
as  'WhaXiov;  so  Coll.  6o,  i,  27;  'HSaXiwy  (gen.  sing.)  59,  i  ; 
*H8aX<ot  (loc.)  62,  I ;  the  inhabitants,  'HSaXt?}/:^?  60,  2  ;  'HSa- 
\Lr]JL  60,  31  ;  abbreviated  'HSaXt.  205  ;  206.  In  60,  16,  26 
Deecke  (rt^/  /(?r.)  takes  the  syllable  e'  as  standing  for  the  adjec- 
tive 'HSaXia  or  'HSaXm/ca.  The  only  reason  for  transcribing 
the  e'  here  as  'H-  instead  of  'E-  lies  in  the  fact  that  ^YhciKiov 
as  found  in  classic  Greek  always  occurs  with  long  initial 
vowel. 

9.  Deecke  in  Coll.  68,  i  reads  fj^Vco  as  aor.  subjunctive 
(=  Att.  eiTTw).  Ahrens  {Philologus,  xxxvi.,  p.  17)  had  already 
proposed  peirw,  which  he  explained  as  present  indicative. 
Deecke  suggested  f  >;V&)  on  metrical  grounds.  But  the  word 
cannot  be  correct.  The  Cyprian  form  would  not  be  f  j/'ttci),  as 
Deecke  maintains  {Bees.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  79,  5),  but  pelirw,  with  €i 
as  in  Attic.  Cyprian  has  ri  only  as  the  equivalent  of  the  Attic 
«i  arising  by  compensative  lengthening  or  contraction  (see 
below,  §  14,  7  ;  15)  not  as  the  equivalent  of  the  genuine  diph- 
thong €1,  which  eliTov  had.  That  the  ei  did  not  arise  here  by 
contraction  from  *e-f€-f67r-ov  or  ^e-pe-pir-ov,  but  was  the  gen- 
uine diphthong  €i,  is  shown  by  the  Old  Attic  EIIIEN  cla..  iv., 
22,  b,  4  (450  B.C.)  and  frequently  (see  Meisterhans,  Gravi- 
viatik  der  Attischen  InscJirifteii^,  p.  79,  Anm.  648)  ;  also  by 
Lesbian  feinrriv,  the  tradition  in  Alcasus  55,  Sappho  28 
(Bergk,  Poetae  Lyrici  Graeci^). 

10.  On  r\  for  til  {i.e.  t))  in  the  3d  sing,  of  the  subjunctive, 
see  below,  under  Diphthongs,  §  13,  3,  b. 

11.  On  Tj  arising  by  contraction,  see  §  14,  7. 

12.  On  1^  arising  by  compensative  lengthening,  see  §  15. 


5. 


Cyprian  o  answers  regularly  to  primitive  Greek  o  and  to  o 
of  the  other  dialects ;  e.g.  SdXrov  Coll.  60,  26 ;  ore  60,  i  ; 
ToSe  102;   hopevat  60,  5'  ^5  5   eTrayo/xevdv  59,  2. 

1.    6ved7]K€  Coll.   72,  i  ;  74,  2  ;  75,  2  ;   120,  4  corresponds 
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to  the  vulgar  dvidrjKe.  Meister's  conjecture  of  6(/x)/3d[vTi] 
{Berl.  Phil.  IVoch.,  1887,  No.  52,  col.  1644)  is  not  at  all 
certain. 

The  origin  of  this  monosyllabic  form  (frequent  also  in  Les- 
bian, ^.^.  ovridTjv  Coll.  311,  8,  34;  ovdevra  31 1,  39,  and  in 
Thessalian,  e.o^.  6vypa(f>€l  Coll.  361,  A,  11  ;  B,  24;  ovypd-^eiv 
345,  21)  is  not  clear.  Whether  dv-u,  iv,  6v-  represent  three 
originally  different  forms  of  the  same  root  (i.e.  weak,  strong, 
and  ablaut),  6v-  finding  its  correspondent  in  German  an,  and 
dv  being  for  ijv  (cf.  Avestan  an-a,  for  nn-a  f)  is  a  question  too 
difficult  and  complicated  to  be  entered  into  here.  One  thing, 
however,  seems  certain,  that  unless  dv  and  ov-  do  stand  to 
each  other  in  the  relation  suggested,  they  are  not  etymologi- 
cally  connected,  but  originally  different  words,  like  p^erd,  izehd  ; 
dVV,  ^vv. 

As  to  the  use  of  dv  and  6v-,  Meyer  (Gr.  Gr.,'^  §  55)  thinks 
that  6v-  was  the  form  originally  employed  before  consonants, 
dv  before  vowels,  and  that  6v-  occurs  before  vowels,  as  in 
Thessalian  and  Cyprian,  by  a  subsequent  extension  of  its 
proper  use.  But  this  view  lacks  sufficient  foundation.  It  is 
based  upon  too  slender  evidence,  drawn  from  the  Lesbian, 
which  certainly  admits  of  other  interpretation  {cf.  Meister, 
Griechische  Dialcktc,  I.,  p.  50). 

Beside  the  above-quoted  Cyprian  forms  with  ov-  we  find 
also  dveOTjKe  Coll.  17,  2  ;  y6,  i  ;  in  the  second  instance  in  an 
inscription  from  the  same  locality  as  72;  74;  75,  which  all 
have  6vedi]K€  ;  also  dve-,  i.e.  dveO-qKe,  in  one  of  the  fragments 
published  by  Sayce  in  Bcrl.  Phil.  WocJi.,  1884,  No.  21,  where 
Sayce  erroneously  takes  dve-  as  dve,  comparing  Homeric  i]vov 
686v  7  496.     (Cf  Voigt,  Stndia  Nicolaitana,  p.  69.) 

On  vveOrjKe,  Coll.  45,  3,  for  ovedrjKe,  see  below,  §  9,  4. 

2.  The  o  for  v  in  Wovikt],  Deecke's  earlier  reading  of  Coll. 
41,  disappears  with  the  changed  reading  of  that  inscription 
(see  Bcs::.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317). 

3.  'AfjL6(v)Ta,  Coll.  147,  if  correct,  would  speak  for  the  sim- 
ilarity of  o  and  V  in  this  dialect,  especially  before  nasals.  Cf. 
below,  on  vvtOijKe,  §  9,  4. 
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6. 


Except  when  arising  from  contraction  or  compensative 
lengthening,  &>  corresponds  regularly  to  primitive  Greek  u  and 
w  of  the  other  dialects,  e.g.  eu;!^&)Xa9  Coll.  59,  3  ;  Scokoi  60, 
16  ;  dvcoyov  60,  2. 

1.  On  <i>  for  wi  {i.e.  u)  in  final  syllables,  see  §  13,  3,  c. 

2.  On  (d  arising  by  contraction,  see  §  14,  5,  13. 


7. 


Cyprian  t  corresponds  in  general  to  primitive  Greek  i  and 
to  X  of  the  other  dialects  ;  e.g.  fiiaOcov  Coll,  60,  4 ;  Be^lcou 
37,  2  ;  ^yLit  20,  I,  et pass. 

1.  In  a  number  of  words  i  has  been  changed  from  an  origi- 
nal €,  vis.  ijno{v)Ta  Coll.  6o,  9,  19,  22  ;  feirija  (Ion.  evrea) 
60,  26;  diMi  2i7>  2;  61;  75,  2;  6l6v  60,  27;  l6{v)Ta  60,  23; 
tcoo-t  60,  31  ;  repx^ija  60,  9,  18,  22  ;  dreXija  60,  23  ;  Karedijav 
60,  27  ;  ^fwt  i?r;7.  P/^y.   W^(?^//.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  phenomenon  is  confined  to  those 
cases  where  the  c  was  followed  by  a,  o,  or  «  ;  so  also  in  Boeo- 
tian and  Doric  {cf.  Boeotian  dio^  Coll.  425,  et  pass. ;  avediav 
414,  I  ;  Heraclean  ahiKiwv  I,  138).  The  j  in  the  Cyprian 
forms  KareOijav,  fe-rrija,  areklja,  Tep'xyija  has  been  developed 
after  the  change  of  «  to  i ;  see  below,  §  18,  i.  Cf.  Pam- 
phylian  a(v)Bpij(ova  for  dvSpecova  Coll.  1267,  8. 

Forms  which  retain  the  t  before  a,  o,  a>  are  about  as  fre- 
quent as  those  which  change  it  to  i,  z'z'c.  'EreoScifxa  Coll. 
135  ;  Qedvcop  126,  I  ;  Oew  2,  i  ;  3,  i  ;  15,  r  ;  16 ;  Oem  27,  i  ; 
40,  2  ;  ^eot?  68,  2  ;  OeeSi  68,  3  ;  68,  4 ;  72,  2  ;  Oe(o  74,  i  ;  78  ; 
SeoTifKOV  42;  ©eo/cXeo?  126,  I  ;  T/yLio«Xe/reo<?  36;  64;  Tifxo- 
/c\lo9  35  ;  SeoScopcov  42  ;  ^raaLKpcireo^  18,  2  ;  TifjLOKp6T€o<; 
Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  41,  ii.  ;  ibid.  viii.  ;  <t>i\oKpeTeo<i 
ibid.  vii. ;  Ei)/:a(i')^eo<?  Coll.  162  ;  SraaiKpereo'^  Stiidia  Nicol- 
aitajia,  p.  68. 
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The  change  from  «  to  i  is  confined  almost  exclusively  to  the 
two  inscriptions  Coll.  60,  61,  both  from  Idalion.  Outside  of 
these  it  is  found  only  three  times,  always  in  ^eo'?,  viz.  Qitai 
Coll.  37,  2;  ^t[&)t]  75,  2;  Qlwl  Bcrl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No. 
42,  col.  1323.  Of  these  the  first  is  from  Palaipaphos,  the 
second  from  Athienu  ;  the  last  from  Tamassus.  Spitzer's 
statement  therefore  {Laut.  Ark.  Dial,  p.  16)  that  every  « 
before  a  or  o  becomes  i  in  Cyprian,  was  evidently  a  conclu- 
sion drawn  from  the  Idalian  Bronze  Tablet  (Coll.  60)  alone, 
and  needs  revision  accordingly. 

On  arekrjv  CoLL.  60,  lO  (acc.  sing,  from  aT€\')]<i,  where  we 
should  expect  arekija  for  areXea ;  cf.  acc.  plu.  areXija  in 
line  23)  see  below,  under  Contraction,  §  14,  6,  and  Declension, 

§  29,  8. 

2.  Another  peculiarity  is  the  preposition  Iv  for  eV.  This 
occurs  always  in  the  form  l{y)  (see  §  23,  2),  viz,  in  Coll. 
17,  2  ;  27,  2  ;  28  ;  31,  4  ;  37,  3  ;  59,  4  ;  60,  i,  3,  8,  9,  17,  20. 
31  ;  72,  2  (twice,  once  with  the  dative  and  once  with  the 
accusative)  ;  probably  also  in  the  compound  ivaXdkLafieva 
60,  26  ;  very  questionable  is  IviTrd  1 26,  3. 

The  closely  related  Arcadian  dialect  also  has  the  same 
peculiarity,  e.g.  Iv  Coll.  1222,  2,  4,  20,  37,  et pass.  ;  the  com- 
pounds t'yyvo'i  (eyyvo^)  1222,  36;  lyKexvpW^''  (Att.  t'7/ce;^ei- 
p/]KOt)  1222,  12;  l/j,(f)atv€v  (Att.  6/j,(f)aiveiv)  1222,  24.  The 
Arcadian  also  has  iv  several  times,  e.g.  iv  'OXwiriai  Coll. 
1 183  ;  iv  Ipavai  1 235,  5,  et pass.  ;  but  only  before  a  vowel. 

It  is  an  ingenious  theory  of  Spitzer  {Laut.  Ark.  Dial,  p.  14) 
that  Iv  developed  in  Arcadian  from  iv  before  initial  conso- 
nants, and  he  adduces  analogies  for  this  change  from  other 
languages.  Old  German  and  Latin  ;  e.g.  Lat.  tingo  for  *tcngo 
(cf.  reyyw),  quinqne  {i.e.  ^pinque)  for  *  pen  que  (cf.  ir-evre), 
though  it  must  be  confessed  that  such  words  as  ventus,  offen- 
dimentiim  (Idg.  bhejidh-)  furnish  puzzling  exceptions. 

The  fact  that  iv  has  survived  in  Arcadian  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  Iv  developed  in  that  dialect  only  under  certain 
conditions  (otherwise  iv  would  have  disappeared  altogether), 
and  Spitzer's  theory  that  this  was  before  consonants  is  highly 
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probable.  According  to  him  the  old  formula  eV  irokkyuoi  koI 
ev  Ipcivat.  (CoLL.  1 233,  5)  represents  the  proper  use  of  ev  and 
Iv  respectively  in  Arcadian.  {Cf.  the  similar  relation  of  e?  and 
et?  in  Attic,  the  former  of  which  was  originally  used  before 
an  initial  consonant,  the  latter  before  an  initial  vowel.)  At 
the  same  time.  Arcadian  Iv  has  already  begun  to  encroach 
upon  the  legitimate  territory  of  kv ;  e.g.  Iv  ufjitpai'i  Coll. 
1222,  4;  tpayovTOi  1222,  19. 

In  Cyprian,  l{v),  when  used  alone  as  a  preposition,  occurs 
only  before  initial  consonants,  never  before  a  vowel,  rejecting 
IV  ' Afii){v)Tai,  Coll.  41,  in  view  of  Deecke,  Bezs.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p. 
317.  In  composition  we  have  probably  one  instance  of  Iv- 
before  a  vowel,  vis.  IvaXaXia/jbiva  Coll.  60,  26.  Ivlttcl  Coll. 
126,  3,  is  too  doubtful  to  admit.  Deecke  now  {Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi., 
p.  319)  reads  ta'  i  '  ne  '  ta  '  li '  o  '  i  *,  i.e.  to,  Iv  'HSaXt'toi,  in  Coll. 
62,  in  place  of  his  previous  reading  ta'  i'\e'  ta'  li'  o  '  i\  i.e.  jai 
'HSaXtot  (locative).  This  would  give  an  instance  of  Iv  before 
a  vowel.  But  the  character  which  Deecke  now  wishes  to 
take  as  ne  ',  while  perhaps  not  a  perfect  e  ',  is  certainly  entirely 
different  from  the  ordinary  character  for  ne  ',  as  seen  not 
only  in  Idalian  inscriptions,  but  others  as  well,  and  the  mark 
after  ta'  i'  as  given  in  Schmidt  {Savunlnng  KypriscJier  In- 
scJiriften  in  EpicJiorischer  Sehrift,  vii.,  2)  which  Deecke  wishes 
to  join  with  the  character  in  question  bears  every  evidence 
of  being  a  divisor.  I  can  hardly  believe  therefore  that 
Deecke  is  right  in  this  new  reading,  whatever  may  be  the 
difficulties  of  the  old  one. 

The  form  ev  has  not  as  yet  been  brought  to  light  in  any 
Cyprian  inscription,  but,  under  the  circumstances,  this  must 
not  be  regarded  as  conclusive  evidence  that  it  did  not  exist 
side  by  side  with  Iv  just  as  in  Arcadian.  The  only  place  in 
which  ev  might  fairly  be  expected  to  occur  would  be  before 
an  initial  vowel  (assuming  Spitzer's  theory  to  be  correct),  and 
but  a  single  instance  (itself  not  perfectly  certain)  of  this  sort 
can  be  cited  {viz.  IvaXaXLa-fieva  Coll.  60,  26),  which  of  course 
so  far  as  it  goes  contradicts  Spitzer's  theory  when  applied  to 
the  Cyprian. 
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Hall's  latest  reading  of  Coll.  yG  {Jonr.  Am.  Or.  Soc,  x\., 
p.  223),  which  he  has  again  examined  in  the  Cesnola  collec- 
tion in  New  York  since  the  appearance  of  Collitz's  Samvilung, 
is  rav  peiKova  Td{v)8e  'v  'A7r6[\.{X)(ova], — i.e.  'to  Apollo,'  in 
which  he  takes  V  for  Iv  with  aphaeresis  of  the  I  (cf.  ot  (v)  for 
o't  l{v)  Coll.  60,  31).  His  reading,  if  correct,  would,  in  view 
of  the  preceding  Ta(y)Se,  indicate  that  e  had  disappeared 
rather  than  i,  and  might  be  taken  as  furnishing  some  slight 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  ev ;  but  in  view  of  the  incom- 
pleteness of  the  inscription  and  the  possibilities  of  combina- 
tion, Hall's  reading  cannot  be  considered  safe  enough  to  base 
conclusions  upon.  Yet  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  form  Iv 
may  have  existed  in  Cyprian  and  may  yet  be  brought  to  light. 
At  all  events,  until  instances  of  Iv  before  vowels  are  discov- 
ered, we  have  no  right  to  declare  that  Iv  had  driven  tv  out  of 
use  in  Cyprian  ;  any  more  than  we  should  be  justified  in  claim- 
ing the  same  for  the  Arcadian  dialect  on  the  basis  of  Arca- 
dian IV  dfiepai^;  CoLL.  1222,  4,  and  Ivayovrco  1222,  19,  assuming 
that  instances  of  iv  before  vowels  in  Arcadian  had  not  yet 
been  found.  Arcadian  Iv  dfiepaK;  and  Ivayovrco  when  viewed 
in  the  light  of  iv  ^ApKaSiat  Coll.  1200,  3  ;  iv  ipdvai  1233,  5  ; 
iv  'OXvvTriaL  1 183,  6  ;  iv  dywai  123 1,  are  seen  to  be  encroach- 
ments of  Iv  upon  the  domain  of  iv.  Cyprian  IvaXaXia/xeva  is 
perhaps  most  safely  explained  in  the  same  way. 

Further  light  is  thrown  upon  the  question  by  the  Cyprian 
forms  fxev  Coll.  71  {/u.ev  earaaav)  and  /j,i  Coll.  i,  i  ;  2,  2 
{fil  KUTedrjKe).  These  forms  fxtv  and  /xt  are  unquestionably 
for  /xe,  the  ace.  sing,  of  the  first  personal  pronoun.  On  the 
origin  of  /xev  from  fie,  see  §  31,  i.  /xi  is  certainly  to  be  con- 
sidered as  /xi{v)  (see  §  31,  2),  and  as  developed  from  /xiv 
before  a  consonant,  just  as  Iv  from  iv.  Only  the  initial  vowel 
of  earaaav  in  Coll.  71  has  preserved  to  us  the  form  /xtv. 
Can  we  doubt  that,  if  we  had  preserved  to  us  instances  of  the 
preposition  (iv,  Iv)  before  initial  vowels,  it  would  appear  as  iv? 

On  Hall's  reading  of  /ji.l{v)  in  Coll.  45,  i,  before  an  initial 
vowel  and  Voigt's  reading  of  fxlv  in  45,  4,  also  before  an  initial 
vowel,  see  §  23,  4 ;  9,  4. 
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3.    On   the   I  of  the  KareOiaav  (=  Att.    Karideaav)   Coll. 
20,  2,  see  below,  under  Conjugation,  §  32,  5. 


8. 


Where  it  occurs,  i  corresponds  to  primitive  Greek  i  and 
to  I  of  the  other  dialects;  e.g.  ll^aixoviicw  Coll.  151;  179; 
''^yeTiyiwv  38,  2  ;  ©eort/iajy  42;  Zi^i9  i>V^^.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  316; 
TTt^t  Coll.  135. 

1.  Ipwvt  Coll.  60,  8;  31,  if  correct  and  to  be  connected 
with  lepo-i  in  the  sense  of  '  consecrated  district,'  probably- 
had  I,  which  must  be  explained  in  the  same  way  as  the  per- 
plexing Homeric  f/009,  Lesbian  lpo<i.  Osthoff  {Aloj'phologische 
UjitersncJinngen,  iv.,  p.  151)  assumes  ^la-po'^  for  the  original 
form,  as  otherwise  it  is  impossible  to  account  for  the  i  in  Les- 
bian ;  a  primitive  *lap6^  would  have  given  *tppo<?  in  that 
dialect. 

Ahrens  {Philologiis,  xxxv.,  p.  42)  reads  the  i  with  the  pre- 
ceding Tft),  i.e.  rcoi  pcovi,  or  according  to  his  principles  rot 
pcovl  (rot  locative  ;  see  below,  §  27,  3)  'in  tJie plain.' 

2.  (f>l8(o\o<;  is  Deecke's  reading  in  Coll.  126,  3  for  ^etSco- 
X09.  But  the  change  of  primitive  €i  to  i  in  Cyprian  is  alto- 
gether improbable,  since  €i  whether  original  or  of  secondary 
origin  is  elsewhere  retained;  e.g.  Treiaei  Coll.  60,  12,  25; 
ferei  59,  I  ;  60,  I  ;  eret  y6,  I  ;  alpet  60,  31  ;  ^A.wecKwv  Berl. 
Phil.  IVoeh.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323.  Moreover,  one  or  two 
of  the  characters  of  which  the  word  consists  are  quite  uncer- 
tain. 

9. 

V. 

Cyprian  v  corresponds  in  general  to  primitive  Greek  v  and 
to  if  of  the  other  dialects  ;  e.g.  eTrerv^e  Coll.  59,  4 ;  Kapv^ 
65,  I  ;  crvv  60,  28  ;  dpyvpo)  60,  6,  et pass. 

1.  SvpdvoL  (for  8v-dv-oi,  with  parasitic  p,  see  §  17,  2)  Coll. 
60,  6  seems  to  be  from  the  root  8u-  '  give,'  seen  in  Lat.  du-ini, 
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dn-int,  and  not  to  be  confounded  with  hw-,  ho-.     Cf.  Deecke- 
Siegismund  in  Curtius'  Stndien,  vii.,  p.  248. 

2.  Final  o  in  Cyprian  when  preceded  by  a  consonant  inva- 
riably changed  to  v.  The  instances  are  cnrv  Coll.  60,  8,  17  ; 
fyevoLTV  60,  29  ;  €fp7]Tdaaru  60,  14  ;  eiippriTaaarv  60,  4  ;  Mpiaerv 
126,  I.  So  in  Arcadian  ;  r.^.  uttv  Coll.  1222,  4;  dWv  1222, 
40.  The  Thcssalian  and  Lesbian  also  have  uttv,  and  the  Pam- 
phylian  shows  the  change  of  o  to  «  not  only  in  case  of  final  o, 
but  also  elsewhere  ;  e.£^.  e/BcoXdaerv  Coll.  1267,  8  ;  foiKviroXa 
1267,  14;   ^(oXy/xewi  1267,  13. 

Arcadian  kutv  (for  Kara)  Coll.  1222,  ii,  29,  has  not  yet 
been  found  in  Cyprian.     Nor  does  Kara  itself  occur. 

3.  So  also  in  -do  the  ending  of  the  gen.  sing,  of  masculine 
-d-  stems,  o  usually  changes  to  v,  preparatory  to  undergoing 
contraction  to  -av,  e.^:  Be/uLiav  Coll.  66  ;  yiapaKav  29 ;  but 
we  find  do-  in  Kvirpayopdo  CoLL.  79  and  AaJaTi'ado  58.  On 
these  see  below,  §  14,  4. 

4.  vve6r}K€  is  read  by  Deecke,  Coll.  45,  3,  as  a  local  varia- 
tion of  oveOrjKe,  i.e.  dve6r]Ke  ;  see  above,  §  5,  i.  The  onlv 
difficulty  with  this  reading  is  that  the  character  for  //  ■  (A\) 
has  a  superfluous  horizontal  line  drawn  over  its  top.  This 
has  led  Voigt  {Quaestiones  de  Titulis  Cypriis,  p.  282,  and  later 
in  Bezz.  Bcitr.,  ix.,  p.  166)  to  conjecture  an  error  of  the  stone- 
cutter, whereby  the  horizontal  line  was  made  over,  instead  of 
under,  the  rest  of  the  character.  With  that  change  we  should 
get  the  regular  syllabic  sign  for  mi  -.  This  combined  with 
the  other  characters  gives  filv  eOrjKe,  in  which  Voigt  takes 
fxiv  as  the  equivalent  of  /xe.  But  i)  it  seems  more  natural  to 
regard  the  horizontal  line  above  the  ;/  •  as  an  accidental 
scratch  than  as  a  mistake  of  the  engraver. 

2)  fiiv  for  fiev,  i.e.  /te,  before  an  initial  vowel,  is  not  admissi- 
ble (see  above,  §  7,  2,  ad fln.). 

3)  edrjKe  is  not  the  proper  word  for  a  dedicatory  inscrip- 
tion, as  this  evidently  is.  The  regular  word  is  oveOrjKe  or 
dvedrjKe,  which  occurs  frequently  (see  above,  §  5,  i). 

4)  Voigt's  objection  to  the  form  of  the  word  (uv-  for  6v-)  is 
not  well  founded,  and  is  the  result  of  a  false  conception  of 
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the  relation  of  hv-  and  av-.  Voigt  takes  hv-  as  derived  from 
av-  by  some  phonetic  process,  and  refuses  to  believe  that  ay- 
after  becoming  ov-  could  still  further  progress  to  vv-.  ov-, 
however,  must  be  taken  as  an  independent  form  (see  above, 
§  5,  i),  and  that  it  should  become  vv-,  in  a  dialect  where  the 
relations  of  o  and  v  are  confessedly  very  close,  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  surprising. 

That  these  relations  were  close  is  made  evident  not  only  by 
the  regular  change  of  final  -o  to  -«,  as  noted  above,  but  also 
by  'A^6{v)Ta  Coll.  147, -for  'Afiv{v)Ta  (if  correct ;  see  §  5,  3), 
and  vvedrjKe  for  6ve6r]Ke.  Cf.  the  same  phenomenon  in  Boeotian 
''Kix6vra<i  (for  'A/zvyra?)  Coll.  603  ;  NcvfxeiVLo<;  (for  Nio/xetWo?) 
Coll.  485,  24.  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  Boeotian  too  the 
phenomenon  seems  to  occur  chiefly  before  nasals. 

5.  Spitzer  {Lant.  Ark.  Dial.,  p.  17,  note)  cites  Cyprian 
hvfavoi  Coll.  60,  6  as  illustrating  the  change  of  o  to  v  in 
the  interior  of  a  word.  But  hopevai  in  the  same  inscription, 
lines  5,  15,  certainly  does  not  speak  for  this  change,  nor  do 
other  words  in  the  dialect ;  so  that  the  reference  of  the  word 
to  root  Sf-,  as  above  (l),  is  undoubtedly  correct. 

10. 


We  find  V  in  \vcn)  {i.e.  '\varj)  Coll.  60,  29 ;  Xvaat,  60,  28 ; 
avXrjar}  (i.e.  auXijar})  1 26,  2,  where  it  corresponds  to  a  of  the 
other  dialects,  and  presents  no  peculiarities. 

Diphthongs. 
11. 

ai. 

1.  Primitive  Greek  ai  appears  in  alfet  Coll.  60,  3  i  ;  Bopevac^ 
(Att.  Sovvai,  for  8o{f)evai)  60,  5,  15  ;  IJdadat  60,  3. 

2.  vfai<;,  the  accepted  reading  in  Coll.  60,  10,  is  taken  by 
Ahrens  {Philologiis,  xxxv.,  p.  54)  as  from  the  preposition  v 
{=i'irL',    see  below,  §  33,  5)  with   the  adverbial  ending  -01$ 
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appended.  On  the  parasitic  p  see  §  17,  2.  This  ending 
-ois,  which  appears  nowhere  else  in  Greek,  Ahrens  identifies 
with  the  Skrt.  termination  -dis  as  seen  in  uccdis,  qdndis.  But 
these  are  instrumentals  from  -o-  stems  (see  Whitney,  IndiscJie 
Grammatik,  §  11 12),  and  are  formally  identical  with  the  so- 
called  dat.  plu.  of  -o-  stems  in  -ots  {for  *-a)is,  Idg.  -ois ;  as  Zey? 
for  Z?;y9 ;  vav<i  for  vau?,  etc.;  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.^  §  298).  On  a 
more  probable  explanation  of  vpaL<;,  see  below,  §  t^t,,  5. 

3.  Interesting  is  alXoiv,  Coll.  60,  14,  =  Att.  dWwv.  This 
is  by  epcnthesis  for  a  primitive  *akio<i  (Lat.  alius),  whence 
*atX/09,  al\o<i.  Cf.  the  Hesychian  gloss  alXorpoirov  '  aXXoi- 
orpoTTov  and  the  recently  discovered  Cyprian  form  'ATreiXcou 
(for  * 'iWeXAwy)  in  the  inscription  communicated  by  Deecke 
in  the  Berl.  PJiil.   JVoc/i.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323. 

4.  dt  has  also  been  assumed  by  Spitzer  {Latit.  Ark.  Dial, 
p.  26)  in  preference  to  -ai  {i.e.  -a)  as  the  ending  of  such 
singular  forms  as  ixd-^ai,  rv-yai,  ToXyiai,  etc.  Spitzer  first 
{ibid.,  p.  25)  attempts  to  demonstrate  for  the  Arcadian  that 
the  forms  in  -au  in  that  dialect  have  the  a  short  and  not  long 
(-di  not  -di).  He  is  convinced  that  -di  could  not  have  remained 
unchanged  in  Arcadian,  but  would  have  lost  the  iota  and  so 
have  appeared  as  -d.  His  grounds  for  this  are  that  final  -tji 
(}.e.  -11)  loses  its  iota  in  Arcadian  and  appears  as  -q ;  e.g. 
rv^yavT),  Coll.  1222,  14,  for  Tv^^avrf.  He  also  adduces 
Arcadian  \\.^eix(i),  which  he  takes  as  for  'Ayefxcoi,  Coll.  1185. 
But  this  last  is  by  no  means  certain. 

Spitzer's  reasoning,  however,  is  not  conclusive,  since  final 
dt,  r\i,  0)1  do  not  necessarily  all  develop  in  the  same  way  ;  and 
in  fact  even  in  one  and  the  same  dialect  one  and  the  same 
diphthong  sometimes  retains  the  i  and  sometimes  drojDS  it ; 
e.g.  Ionic  rf]  ^ovXf]  (for  rj}  ^ovXj})  Erythrae,  394  B.C.  ;  SrjfjLo- 
<TL7),  Mylasa,  355  b.c.  ;  but  rrj  cjivyj},  Samos,  322  B.C.,  Cauer, 
Delectus,'^  510,  6.  Hence  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  Arca- 
dian might  have  retained  final  -di,  and  that  such  forms  as 
Te7eat  Coll.  1222,  34;  'A/a/caSt'at  I200,  3;  'OXwrriai  1 183, 
6;  ^a/jbiat  1222,  18,  should  be  considered  as  ending  in  -di,  so 
far  as  any  phonetic  necessity  is  concerned.     The  only  reason 
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for  not  taking  them  as  ending  in  -di  is  found  in  the  corre- 
sponding forms  from  -o-  stems;  e.g.  ep'^oi  Coll.  1222,  49; 
7]lJilaaoL  1222,  25.  These  latter  must  necessarily  be  regarded 
as  locatives  (to  explain  them  as  datives,  with  -01  shortened 
from  -«i  is  against  all  principles  of  Greek  phonology),  and  so 
after  the  same  analogy  the  forms  from  -d-  stems  are  most 
naturally  taken  as  locative,  and  as  ending  in  -di.  A  confir- 
mation of  this  view  is  found  in  the  similar  Boeotian  forms 
from  -o-  and  -d-  stems  ;  e.g.  Sd/xv  {i.e.  hd^ot)  Coll.  380,  3  ; 
rafxlrj  {i.e.  raixidc)  CoLL.  3^5)  5- 

The  above  considerations,  therefore,  are  not  intended  to 
show  the  incorrectness  of  Spitzer's  conclusion  in  regard  to 
the  Arcadian  forms  in  -di,  but  simply  the  unsafeness  of  his 
method  in  reaching  that  conclusion.  The  same  theory  {via. 
that  -di  cannot  stand  in  Arcadian)  applied  to  the  closely 
related  Cyprian  dialect,  as  Spitzer  {ibid.,  p.  26)  does  apply  it, 
leads  to  a  false  conclusion.  Let  us  first  look  at  the  facts. 
We  find  in  Cyprian  the  following  dative  forms  :  — 

i)  forms  in  -ai  (whether  -di  or  -ai  is  to  be  determined). 

Toyai  d^addi  CoLL.  37,  3  ;  59,  4  ;  ^ AXa{ix)'TrpijdraL  60,  8  ; 
apovpai  60,  20;  ^A(f)poBiTai  I,  3  ;  ToXjiaL  61  ;  ^di  60,  8,  17, 
24;  ^laXavljai  60,  17;  /Jid^ai  60,  3;  Ila^/ai  I,  3;  irehljai 
60,  18  ;  Ylepcrevrat  45,  3  ;  rdi  1,2;  40,  2  ;  60,  3,  6,  8  (twice), 
17  (twice),  18,  24;  61  (twice)  ;  62,  i  ;  rvxai  17,  2  ;  27,  2  ;  28; 
31.  4;  33.  2  ;  37.  3  ;  72,  2  ;  Berl.  Phil.  JVoch.,  1886,  No.  42, 
col.  1323;  1887,  No.  12,  col.  380;  'TXarac  Coll.  27,  i  ;  28  ; 
31,  4;  32,  2  ;  'Addvai  17,  2;  'AXaaiwrai  Berl.  Phil.  Woch., 
1887,  No.  12,  col.  380;  'ApiarajopaL  ibid.,  1887,  No.  52,  col. 
1644;  Bojdi,  Deecke's  earlier  reading  in  Coll.  41,  is  now  no 
longer  maintained  by  him.     (See  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317.) 

2)  forms  in  -d. 

''AOdva  Coll.  62  ;  Tv^a  74,  3  ;  120,  4 ;  ra  17,  2  ;  60,  8,  17; 
62,  I  ;  rd  Ua(f)La,  the  correct  reading  of  Coll.  9,  according  to 
Hall  {your.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  212).  ei);^&)Xa  27,  2  is  best 
taken  as  nominative;  'EreoSa/ia  Coll.  135,  which  Deecke 
{ad  loc.)  says  may  be  taken  as  either  dat.  or  gen.  (with 
omitted  -s ;    see  §  20,   i)  is  best  taken  as  vocative;    oakja, 
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Deecke's  earlier  reading  in  Coll.  41  is  no  longer  maintained 
by  him  ;  see  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317. 

Spitzer's  conclusion  with  regard  to  the  above  forms 
(whether  he  had  thcni  all  before  him  is  doubtful)  is  this. 
Those  in  -ai,  while  used  as  datives,  he  considers  may  be 
morphologically  either  locative  or  dative  formations.  Both 
these  formations,  he  holds,  were  in  case  of  -d-  stems  originally 
the  same,  the  locative  -ou.  arising  from  primitive  d+i,  the 
dative  -di  from  d+  ai.  Either  of  these,  according  to  Spitzer, 
must  develop  to  -d  in  Arcadian  or  Cyprian.  The  forms  in  -at 
on  the  other  hand  he  takes  as  locatives  and  as  ending  in  -di. 
This  -di  he  regards  not  as  a  primitive  locative  formation,  but 
as  developed  secondarily  from  the  primitive  locative  termina- 
tion -di  (for  d+i),  after  the  analogy  of  the  locatives  in  -01 
from  -o-  stems  {e.g.  oIkql).  This  may  be  expressed  by  the 
proportion : 

oIkw  :  oXkol  :  :  rv-^a  :  'rv-)(cn,. 

Against  Spitzer's  theory  must  be  urged 

i)  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  -d-  stems  ever  formed  a 
locative  in  d-i-i,  which  might  give  -dt.  {Cf.  Meyer,  Cr.  Gr.^ 
§  351.)  Hence  the  locatives  in  -di  from  -d-  stems  are  not 
the  successors  of  an  earlier  locative  formation  in  -di,  but  are 
best  explained  as  entirely  new  formations.  This  being  the 
case,  the  Cyprian  forms  in  -d-  could  originate  only  from 
a  dative  -di,  not  from  a  locative  -dt.  They  are  therefore 
datives. 

2)  If  we  view  the  forms  in  -at  as  locatives  {i.e.  as  ending 
in  at),  we  shall  have  the  anomaly  of  the  locative  taking  on 
the  function  of  the  dative,  and  being  used  in  precisely  the 
same  phrases  and  formulas,  along  with  the  continued  use  of 
the  dative  itself.  The  improbability  of  this  fact  is  sufficiently 
great.  Wherever  one  inflectional  form  takes  on  the  function 
of  another,  it  is  to  the  exclusion  of  the  latter,  at  least  in  the 
same  function.  Thus  Arcadian  ep70(,  locative  used  as  dative, 
has  supplanted  e'/ayro ;  ^afxidi  similarly  has  supplanted  ^afit'di. 
So  also  Attic  t€ixv<  <^1^i^^1  (borrowed  from  j^lu.),  has  taken   its 
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place  in  the  dual  to  the  exclusion  of  the  regular  formation 
Tet%ei  (for  Teix^e)  ;  cf.  Att  'C,evr^ei  ciA.  II.,  652,  B,  26  (Meister- 
hans,  Gravnnatik  der  Attischen  Inscriften}  p.  61).  But  accord- 
ing to  Spitzer's  view,  in  such  an  inscription  as  ra  ^ KQavai 
Coll.  17,  2  we  should  have  a  dative  article  ra  limiting  a 
locative  noun.  {Cf.  also  60,  8,  17  airv  rat  ^dt,  rat  ^aatXrjFO'q 
rd  l{v)  TO)  IpcSvi,  where  similarly  rd,  dative,  would  stand  in 
apposition  with  a  locative  rat  ^di.) 

3)  The  adverb  irai  {cf.  Doric  ira,  Attic  tt?;)  Coll.  60,  4,  12  ; 
71,  can  only  be  for  nrdi,  and  shows  clearly  that  final  -di  in 
Cyprian  did  not  necessarily  lose  its  i,  and  that  other  forms 
with  -di  may  therefore  exist  in  Cyprian. 

The  forms  in  -ai  are  therefore  to  be  considered  as  datives, 
hence  as  ending  in  -di,  while  those  in  -d  are  also  datives,  with 
the  -d  developed  from  -di,  as  frequent  in  many  dialects. 
Ahrens  assumes  a  locative  in  -di,  and  a  dative  in  -d  and  -de. 
See  below  under  Inflections,  §  25,  5. 

5.  A.cjaL6e/jii{'i)  Coll.  74,  i  {cf  Ai/rei^e/xt?  60,  21)  is  obscure 
in  its  form  and  probably  incorrect,  as  the  inscription  seems 
to  be  carelessly  written. 

12. 


Cyprian  «i  corresponds  regularly  to  primitive  Greek  ti  and 
to  £1  of  the  other  dialects  in  alpel  Coll.  60,  3 1  ;  peiKova  "jG, 
2  ;   Trelaet  (Att.^  t€L(T6l)  6o,  12,  25. 

1.  ei  by  epenthesis  appears  in  the  form  "" KiretXav  in  the 
bilingual  inscription  communicated  by  Deecke  in  the  Bcrl. 
Phil.  Woc/l,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323.  The  original  forma- 
tion *' XTreXiwv,  became  first  ^' KiTeiXiwv  and  thence  'ATret- 
Xoiv.  Cf.  Pamphylian  \\.'Trek{\)u)va  (for  *  ' XiriXijava)  CoLL. 
1267,  30  ;  Syracusan  ' AiriXQCjwvL  Roehl,  Inscriptiuncs  Graecae 
Antiqjcissimae,  509,  and  the  Arcadian  proper  name  ^ KireXkiwv 
Coll.    1190,   all    of    which  represent  the  same  form  of  the 

1  Often  incorrectly  written  riaw,  but  ret-  is  the  regular  form  of  the  root  for 
the  future  and  is  assured  by  Attic  inscriptions  of  the  best  period.  See  Meister- 
hans,  Grammatik  der  Attischen  Inschriften,^  p.  24,  88. 
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root  syllabic,  viz.  ireX-.  The  ordinary  Cyprian  form  'AttoX- 
{X)(ov  represents  the  ablaut  of  the  same  root,  while  Thessa- 
lian  "AttXovv  (ov  =  to),  seen  in  "AttXovvl  Coll.  368  ;  372  ; 
"ATrXouyo?  345,  22,  represents  the  weak  form.  Cf.  the  similar 
" AbstufiDig'''  in  the  name  Yloaei^Mv,  Laconian  Tioolhavi  (i.e. 
Yloaoihavi)  Roehl,  Inscriptiones  Graccae  Antiqnissimae,  Z}^  ; 
Corinthian  WorLbav  ibid.,  20. 

2.  The  ei  of  the  form  efelcn]<i  Coll.  68,  2  cannot  be  justi- 
fied. Deecke  {Bess.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  79)  takes  this  as  the  equiva- 
lent of  the  Homeric  ila-r)  {cf.  yt'e?  llaai,  i.e.  *€fcaai).  But 
assuming  this  to  be  correct  the  change  of  i  to  ci  or  the  oppo- 
site (see  on  (^tScoXo?,  §  8,  2)  remains  to  be  proved  for  the 
Cyprian  dialect.  All  the  existing  evidence  shows  that  no 
such  change  took  place.  Moreover,  the  primitive  form  of 
the  Homeric  word  was  ficrpo<;,  as  shown  by  the  recently  dis- 
covered Gortynian  inscription.  pia-fOfxoipov  x.,  53  ;  piafov 
Frag.  B,  2.  Hence  the  probable  reading  of  the  Homeric 
text  is  i-ia-aai  (for  *k-fi(Taai ;  the  £  prothetic).  It  is  clear 
that  a  form  i-pLap-  could  not  give  Cyprian  e-peca--.  The  Ionic 
1)  too,  of  the  termination,  discredits  the  word,  and  the  phrase, 
iroT  (for  TTOTL,  i.e.  irpoi)  ep€iat]<i  is  not  elsewhere  found.  On 
the  general  uncertainty  of  the  context,  see  p.  2. 

3.  The  £1  in  the  first  member  of  AiFeid€/jii<;  Coll.  60,  21, 
where  some  claim  an  old  dative,  is  difficult  of  explanation. 
Attic  Ai,€tTp€(f)7]'i  CIA.  I.,  447,  III.,  53,  et  pass,  is  probably 
kindred. 

4.  On  £1  arising  by  contraction,  see  §  14,  9. 

1.-?. 

iv,  01 ;   di,  T]i,  ui :   av. 

1.  In  one  or  two  instances  £v  has  developed  from  £  before 
f,  via.  in  evppi-jraaarv  (for  eppijrdcraTv)  CoLL.  60,  3,  and  xeveu- 
pov  (for  Kevepov ;  cf.  Homeric  /cei/eo«?)  20,  2.  This  points 
clearly  to  /:  as  a  bilabial  and  not  a  labio-dental  spirant  in 
Cyprian,  as  does  also  the  development  of  p  between  £v  and  a 
following  vowel  (see  below,  j5  1 7)  -)  ;  though  that  it  points  to 
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that  pronunciation  of  f  for  all  Greek  dialects,  as  Meyer  {Gr. 
Gr.^  §  230)  seems  to  conclude,  cannot  be  admitted.  There 
may  have  been  a  labio-dental  as  well  as  a  bilabial  f  in  Greek, 
just  as  in  Germany  in  case  of  iv. 

The  u  which  was  doubtless  heard  in  the  spoken  language 
between  every  €  and  a  succeeding  f  is  not  expressed  in  in- 
scriptions except  in  the  instances  above  cited.  Elsewhere 
we  find  ipprjTacraTv  Coll.  60,  14;  eppe^a  71;  'FiT€pd{v)8pa) 
46 ;  47 ;  KurepopKcov  60,  l  ;  vepoa-rdra^;  59,  2  ;  NtKOKXeprjii 
40,  I. 

The  same  development  of  o  to  ov  before  p  probably  existed, 
but  existing  inscriptions  show  no  evidence  of  any  attempt  to 
indicate  this  refinement  of  pronunciation.  Cf.  hopevat  Coll. 
60,  5,  15  ;  WpLcrroKopcov  (questioned  by  Hall,  your.  Am.  Or. 
Soc,  xi.,  p.  216)  45,  I. 

2.  01  has  also  been  assumed  by  Spitzer  {Lant.  Ark.  Dial., 
p.  24,  Note)  as  the  termination  of  those  forms  from  -o-  stems 
which  Deecke  transcribes  as  -wi  {i.e.  -w,  dative).  Spitzer 
takes  these  as  locatives,  holding  that  -wi  could  not  remain 
unchanged  in  either  Arcadian  or  Cyprian,  but  must  always 
become  -w.  That  -wi  did  frequently  lose  its  i  in  Cyprian  is 
beyond  question.  This  is  shown  clearly  by  the  frequent 
dative  forms  in  -w  (for  the  instances  see  below,  3,  c).  But  it 
is  not  true  that  -wi  always  lost  its  i  any  more  than  did  -di  (see 
above,  §  11,  4) ;  -di  and  -wu  seem  both  of  them  to  be  passing 
through  a  sort  of  transition  period  in  the  dialect  of  our 
Cyprian  inscriptions. 

Moreover  if,  with  Spitzer,  we  transcribe  Cyprian  -o  '  i ' 
by  -01  {i.e.  locative),  we  shall  be  forced  to  admit  a  serious  in- 
consistency in  such  phrases  as  toI  Oew  Coll.  74,  i  and  rol 
Oeol  TM  'TXdrac  27,  I,  where  we  should  have  a  dative  article 
limiting  a  locative  noun.  There  is  therefore  not  only  no 
phonetic  necessity  for  admitting  -01  instead  of  -ui,  but  to  do 
so  would  lead  to  an  absurdity.  The  view  of  Ahrens,  who 
claims  a  locative  in  -ot  and  also  a  dative  in  -wi  and  -w,  involves 
no  phonetic  considerations  and  will  be  considered  below 
under  Inflections,  §  26,  3. 
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3.  The  diphthongs  -di,  -t^,  -wi  {i.e.  -a,  -ji,  -a,)  often  lose  their 
I  and  appear  as  -d,  -n,  -w. 

a)  The  examples  of  -d  for  -dt  have  already  been  given  above 
(see  §  II,  4,  2).  So  far  as  can  be  seen  they  reveal  no  law. 
Yet  as  we  find  forms  in  -d  and  -di  side  by  side  in  the  same 
inscription,  it  is  natural  to  assume  a  phonetic  origin  for  the 
shorter  forms.  These  may  have  originated  before  initial 
vowels,  while  -di  was  retained  before  consonants,  though  the 
evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  make  this  at  all  certain. 

b)  Final  •^  stands  regularly  in  the  3d  sing,  of  the  subjunc- 
tive for  -T)i,  viz.  in  Xvdf)  Coll.  60,  29;  avki-jcrri  126,  2;  e^ 
opv^T)  60,  12,  24,  25.  Cf.  Arcadian  rvyx^clvr]  Coll.  1222,  14; 
exv  1222,  26;  Cretan  KaToXv-q  Cauer,  Delectus,'^  44,  69. 
Deecke's  "A877  Coll.  126,  2,  which  he  takes  ior"ALhr)i,  is  not 
certain  (see  §  4,  i).  Final  r\\.  is  nowhere  retained  in  Cyprian, 
so  that  Deecke's  suggestion  of  "Tp-qt  as  the  reading  of  Coll. 
124,  is  un-Cyprian,  apart  from  the  general  uncertainty  as  to 
the  genuineness  of  the  inscription  ;  see  p.  3. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  while  we  have  frequent  instances 
of  -di  and  -ui  in  Cyprian,  -qi  nowhere  occurs,  but  always  -t) 
instead.  The  Cyprian  accordingly  exhibits  the  same  ten- 
dency as  other  dialects,  in  which  -qi  is  the  first  of  the  im- 
proper diphthongs  to  lose  its  i.  Cf.  in  the  Therean  inscrip- 
tion (Cauer,  Delectus,"^  148),  TrdOi)  II.,  28  ;  ?}  vi.,  20;  eiir-q  viii., 
9;  but  rwL  KOivoiL  ii.,  9;  'AvBpayopai  iii.,  2.  This  is  physio- 
logically natural,  as  the  i  being  more  closely  related  in  sound 
to  y]  than  to  w  and  d,  would  more  easily  be  absorbed  by  a  pre- 
ceding T^  than  by  either  of  the  other  two  vowels.  (Cf  Brug- 
mann,  Grundriss  der  Verglciclicnden  Grannnatik,  i.,  p.  121.) 

c)  -toi  {i.e.  -o))  loses  the  i  and  appears  as  -w  in  the  following 
instances  :  root  deCo  roi  WiroWwvL  Coll.  74,  i  ;  TO)i  Oecot  ro) 
'TXarai  27,  I  ;  tm  'TXdrac  28  ;  W7r6X{\)covL  tco  'TXarai  31,4; 
r£laipi  {i.e.  ro)  'Ocripi)  45,  I  ;  tco  '\7r6X{X)Q}vc  tco  Wp-vkXcol 
59»  3  >  ''"<^  tpcovL  TO)i  WXa{p)7rpijdTai  60,  8  ;  rw  ipcoin  TOii  HSa- 
XuiJL  60,  31  ;  Tw  'Oat'pi  72,  I  ;  tmi  Oewt  tco  WTr6X{X)o)vi  72,  2  ; 

TWL   ^i[cOi]   TCO  ^A'Tr6X{X)(i)Vl    75,   3  ;    TCO   WTToXQCjCdVl.  TCO   ^IwyipiCO 

1 20,  2,  3  ;  TCO  BioiL  Bcrl.  Phil.   Wocli.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323  ; 
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^ApLO'Ta'yopat,  rw  'OvaaifoiKO)  Berl.  Phil.  WocJi.,  1 887,  No.  52, 
1644.  " K{i)'^7){l)  fiiaadrw  CoLL.  1 26,  2  and  tw  a{v)dpci)7rco 
126,  3  are  very  doubtful. 

An  examination  of  the  above  instances  almost  tempts  to 
the  conclusion  that  -«  originated  from  -«u  before  vowels.  Re- 
jecting the  last  two  forms  as  uncertain,  all  the  others  accord 
with  this  inference,  except  tm  Oiml  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886, 
No.  42,  col.  1323  ;  Tct>  yia^ip'iw  Coll.  120,  3  ;  6&(h  too  74,  i. 
But  forms  in  -wi  also  occur  quite  numerously  before  vowels ; 
e.£:  t(£l  ^ A\,a{/j,)7rpijdTai  Coll.  60,  8  ;  tcSc  tXei.  60,  9  ;  rcot  'HSa- 
XirjjiGo,  31  ;  rwi,  'ATreiXcovL  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  42, 
col.  1323,  so  that  the  existence  of  the  law  suggested  cannot 
be  established.  The  absence  of  such  a  law  in  the  occurrence 
of  -d  and  -di  (see  a,  above)  is  also  opposed  to  its  existence  here. 

4.  On  av  by  contraction  from  -do,  see  §  14,  4. 

14. 

Contraction  of  Vowels. 

1.  a  +  t  gives  d  in  IjdaOai  (for  ijaeadai)  Coll.  60,  3  and  by 
crasis  in  rdiTi  (for  ra  eVi)  37,  2. 

2.  d+o.  AuXaofo?  Coll.  63  ;  Sifiaov  69;  Aa6(f)a  83  are  all 
too  uncertain  to  be  considered  here. 

3.  d+<a.  ^A^poOdwi  Coll.  129,  130;  'Amw  97;  rifiw  69 
are  all  uncertain. 

4.  d-!-o.  Final  -do  in  the  gen.  sing,  of  masc.  -d-  stems  {cf. 
Homeric  ''Arpeihao)  contracts  to  -av  as  in  Arcadian  {cf.  Arc. 
^AiToWwvihav  Coll.  1231,  B,  16),  vis.  in  'Apiarajopav  Coll. 
28  ;  ^ApiaTijav  20,  l  ;  ^e/xiau  66  ;  M^apaKav  29  ;  ^aatcorav 
21,  2;  ^Ovacrayopav  60,  I,  22;  "Zraaijav  ly,  i;  Ti/xaryopau 
Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  41,  viii.  ;  ^Ovacra'yopav  ibid.,x.  ; 
'Eraaajopav  iv.  ;  Jlvvrayopau  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  51, 
XV.  ;  Tifiayopav  ibid.,  xvii. 

KuTTpayopdo  CoLL.  79  and  Aaj aria-do  58,  however,  remain 
uncontracted.  Deecke  on  the  latter  regards  the  termination 
-ao  as  also  diphthongal,  which  is  perhaps  correct.  Cf  Ionic 
aoTol-i,  raoTU,  avrov  {iox  avroU,  etc.)  Cauer,  Delectus^  5 10. 
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'KiMrjVijd,  Coll.  60,  18,  gen.  sing,  from  W/jirjvt'ja^;,  Wpiarijd 
Berl.  Phil.  IVoch.,  1886,  No.  52,  xx.,  and  Evfayopco,  153,  154, 
gen.  sing,  of  ]Lufay6pa<i  (cf.  'Ovaaayopav  above),  are  difficult 
of  explanation  and  due  perhaps  to  foreign  influence.  See 
below,  under  Inflections,  §  25,  3. 

5.  d+«  contracts  to  d  in  the  gen.  pi.  of  -d-  stems.  The 
only  example  preserved  is  eTrayo/ievdv  Coll.  59,  2.  Cf. 
Arcadian  ipywvav  Coll.  1222,  47. 

6.  £  +  d  docs  not  contract  in  Cyprian,  but  in  the  Idalian 
Bronze  Tablet  (Coll.  60)  c  becomes  i  according  to  §  7,  i, 
always  with  the  parasitic/  (see  §  18,  i),  vi::.  in  ripx^ija,  Coll. 
60,  9,  18,  22  ;  feiTija  60,  26  ;  arekija  60,  23  ;  KareOijav  60,  27. 

areXijv,  acc.  sing,  from  aTe\y<i,  Deecke's  reading  in  Coll. 
60,  10,  is  no  exception  to  the  above  principle.  This  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  a  contracted  form  for  areXea  (cf.  areXija  60, 
23),  i.e.  arekri,  with  added  -v,  as  in  case  of  a{v)hpijd{v)Ta-v 
Coll.  59,  2  (see  §  29,  i),  but  is  rather  the  same  formation  as 
is  seen  in  Lesbian  haixoreXr^v  (from  BafioriXrjf;)  Coll.  304,  A, 
44  (see  under  Inflections,  §  29,  8).  Hence  the  form  is  to  be 
written  areXijv. 

Instead  of  Deecke's  ?/  Ke  (=  el'  Ke)  Coll.  60,  10,  23,  Meyer 
(Gr.  Gr.^  §  113,  foot-note)  suggests  i]{v)  Ke.  (On  {y)  see 
§  23,  2.)  This  r]{y)  he  takes  as  the  Cyprian  contract  form  of 
eav.  We  should  thus  have  the  same  combination  of  Ke  and 
av  as  in  Homer;  e.g.  o<^p  av  fxkv  Kev  A  187.  But  it  is  inad- 
missible to  assume  contraction  of  ca  to  ^  and  is  moreover 
unnecessary.  Meyer's  unwillingness  to  accept  r)  as  an  inde- 
pendent particle  (related  to  but  not  identical  with  el)  is  not 
well  founded  in  view  of  the  occurrence  of  r)  in  this  sense  in 
the  Cretan  inscription  from  Gortyna,  e.g.  iv.,  31  ;  v.,  9. 

Outside  of  the  Bronze  Tablet  ca  remains  unchanged,  viz. 
in  ®edv(op  Coll.  126,  i  ;  Nea-  y6. 

7.  €  +  €  gives  ri  in  ^^^  (for  *ee;\;e,  i.e.  *e-cre;^-e),  Att.  el;^e, 
Coll.  60,  21.  Whether  the  same  contraction  takes  place  in 
the  infinitive  of  -w-  verbs  is  uncertain.  Deecke  in  Coll.  60, 
10,  22  writes  e^W,  i.e.  for  *e;^e-ti^,  Att.  ex^iv-  See  below, 
under  Conjugation,  §  32,  11. 
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ev^apetre  Coll.  56  which  Deecke  reads  as  contracted  form 
for  evl^apeere  {Bczz.  Bcitr.,  vi.,  p.  148)  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  Cyprian  form. 

In  the  group  -£€o-  cc  does  not  contract,  but  the  group  is 
simplified  by  aphaeresis  of  the  first  e.  Instances  of  this  are 
©eo/cXeo?  for  %eoKKUo<i  {i.e.  (deoKXifeo^)  Coll.  126,  I  ;  Ti/xo- 
KXio<i  35  ((/  Arcadian  'BevoKXeo'i  for  Heyo/cXeeo?,  Coll.  1246, 
B,  12  ;  XapiKXeo^  1246,  B,  4)  ;  crTreo?,  gen.  sing,  for  *o-7reeo9 
{i.e.  *(T7re-eo--o9)  31,  2;  32,  2.  Deecke  reads  o-Tre'co?  here, 
assuming  contraction  of  eo  to  «,  but  eo  does  not  elsewhere 
contract  to  <>>  in  Cyprian  {e/.  ©eo/cXeo?,  Ti/xo/cXeo?  ;  SracnKpd- 
T€o<;  Coll.  18,  2,  ete.),  nor  in  the  closely  related  Arcadian 
(see  above).  Hence  the  Cyprian  form  must  be  o-7reo<?,  even 
though  the  genitive  thereby  becomes  identical  with  the 
nominative. 

The  Cyprian  accordingly  bears  out  the  general  principle 
assumed  by  Spitzer  {Laut.  Ark.  Dial.,  p.  37),  viz.  that  when 
of  three  successive  vowels  the  last  two  are  incapable  of  con- 
traction, in  the  particular  dialect  where  they  occur,  the  first 
of  the  three  disappears. 

In  the  same  connection  Spitzer  formulates  another  general 
principle  intended  to  apply  to  all  Greek  dialects.  It  is  this  : 
When  of  three  successive  vowels  the  two  latter  are  capable 
of  contraction,  they  contract  and  no  further  contraction  with 
the  first  vowel  takes  place.  This  principle  I  believe  to  be 
unsafe  and  to  be  contradicted  by  an  undoubted  illustration 
taken  from  the  Arcadian  itself,  viz.  hajxiop'yo'i.  This  is  gen- 
erally incorrectly  referred  to  a  form  Sa/j^coepyo^;.  But  the 
second  member  of  the  compound  as  a  novien  agcntis  demands 
the  ablaut  of  the  root,  -popy-  ;  cf.  /cXott-o?  'thief  ;  (T/co7r-6<; 
'spy';  TTOfiTT-o';  'attendant'  etc.  Sec  Meyer  Gr.  Gr?,  §9. 
The  Homeric  poems,  it  is  true,  exhibit  hr}p,Loep'y6<i  r  383  et 
pass. ;  but  this  is  to  be  regarded  as  of  secondary  origin  by 
the  side  of  '*Sa/jLLo-opry6'i.  Cf.  the  similar  relation  existing 
between  Att.  7revr7]K6vT-opo<i  '  fifty-oared  galley '  and  Ionic 
TrevrrjKovT-epo^,  —  root  ep-  'row'.  So  Attic  inscriptions  have 
rpiaKovT-epo'i  by  the  side  of  the  earlier  rpiaKovT-opo'^.      See 
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Meisterhans,  Granu)iatik  dcr  AttiscJien  Inschriften'^,Y).  \o;  cf. 
Meyer  Gr.  Gr.^  I.e. 

No  dialect  has  preserved  any  instance  in  inscriptions  of 
the  original  formation.  -OPFO^  in  inscription^-  written 
in  the  old  alphabet,  e.g.  Coll.  1170,  2  (Elean)  ;  1479,  '5 
(Locrian),  if  not  actually  for  -opyo<;  (as  read  by  Bechtel  in 
case  of  the  latter  inscrij)tion),  may  be  taken  as  easily  for  the 
contraction  of  -00/370?  as  of  -oepy6<;.  So  also  Attic  Brjfjuiovp- 
709  points  no  more  clearly  to  -oepy6<i  than  -oopyo';.  The 
Messenian  dialect  has  BafiLopyo'i  Cauer  Delectus^  47,  119;  so 
also  the  Achaean,  cu;.  1542  ;  Megarian,  Coll.  3094,  19;  Pam- 
phylian,  1261,  3. 

In  all  these  cases  haixiopyu'^  is  to  be  derived  from  the 
primitive  form  *8afjt,io-op'y6<;  by  aphoeresis  of  the  first  o.  In 
other  words,  we  have  the  same  law  here  as  in  the  Cyprian 
forms  Weo«X,eo9,  Tz/xo/cXeo?  mentioned  above.  The  facts  I 
believe  authorize  us  to  assume  at  least  for  the  Arcadian  and 
Cyprian  the  following  law  :  When  of  three  successive  \o\vels 
the  first  and  second  or  the  second  and  third  are  repetitions 
of  the  same  sound,  one  of  the  repeated  vowels  disappears. 
This  law  also  shows  evidences  of  its  operation  even  to  a 
wider  extent  than  these  two  dialects  ;  e.g.  Cretan  Ilpiavai€<i 
for  -iee?  cio.  2556,  30  ;  Ionic  ^opeco  for  ^opeeca ;  so  also  the  in- 
finitives of  contract  verbs  in  -6m,  -€«,  -o'w,  *Tifu,dev  (whence  rifxav) 
for  *Tt/jid€€v ;  *(f)iXe€v  (whence  (f)i\€Lv)  for  *(f>i\eeev ;  fxiadoev 
(whence  fxiadovv)  for  *fjica66eev. 

The  above  explanation  of  Ba/xiopyo^  not  only  starts  from 
the  form  demanded  by  the  signification  of  the  compound  but 
explains  its  further  development  by  a  principle  simple  and 
natural  and  abundantly  illustrated  in  Arcadian,  Cyprian,  and 
elsewhere.  Spitzer's  explanation  (after  Ahrens,  De  Graeeae 
Linguae  Dialectis,  I.,  p.  234)  refers  the  word  to  a  primitive 
Safj,io-€py6(;,  whence  Sa/jucopyo^i  by  contraction  ;  thence,  by 
shortening  of  the  u,  8ap.iopy6^.  This  shortening  of  a  long 
vowel  when  followed  by  a  liquid  +  consonant,  though  main- 
tained by  Brugmann  {Grundriss  dcr  VergleicJienden  Gram- 
matik,  I.,  p.  463),  does  not  seem  as  certain,  by  any  means,  as 
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the  other  instances  of  vowel-shortening  adduced  by  Brug- 
mann  in  the  same  connection,  and  is  to  be  regarded  as  doubt- 
ful. Even  if  admitted  for  aropw^i  (from  ^arfjup-vv-in)  and 
^oWoixai,  i.e.  */36\vo/jiaL  (from  ^^coX-vo/iiai),  it  is  by  no  means 
certain  that  it  operated  subsequently  to  the  disappearance  of 
f,  as  must  be  assumed  for  hafjLLo-{f)ep'y6<i. 

Thessalian  Xetropyovvro';  {i.e.  -(Svto<;)  ]\httJieilungen  des 
Deiitschen  ArcIidologiscJicn  InstitJits,  vii.,  346,  which  is  ex- 
plained by  Prellwitz  {De  dialecto  Thessaliea,  p.  43)  by  the 
shortening  of  <o  (for  ot)  to  o,  is  not  certain  and  probably  incor- 
rect. Lolling,  in  publishing  the  inscription,  says  :  "  Da  der 
stein  hoch  eingemauert,  musste  ich  auf  sicherstellung  der 
zweifelhaft  und  undeutlich  bleibenden  stellen  verzichten  "  ; 
so  that  confirmation  of  the  form  is  needed.  If  correct,  \ei- 
Top'yovvTo<;  might  be  referred  to  the  influence  of  BafMcop- 
>yovvTO<;. 

8.  i  +  r\  remains  unchanged  in  SeijrovUco  Coll.  128. 

9.  €-1-1  may  be  contracted  in  pireL  Coll.  60,  i  ;  59,  i  ;  eXet 
60,  9;  eret  ^6,  I,  though  the  character  of  the  Cyprian  sylla- 
bary makes  it  impossible  to  determine  whether  the  vowels 
were  contracted  or  spoken  separately. 

10.  €  +  0  in  the  Bronze  Tablet  becomes  10  in  accordance 
with  §  7,  I  ;  "^'i--.  in  €'m6{v)Ta  (for  e7re6{v)Ta)  Coll.  60,  9,  19, 
22  ;  l6{v)Ta  60,  23. 

Elsewhere  eo  remains  unchanged,  via.  in  %60K\eo<i  Coll. 
126,  I  ;  'EreoSa/xa  135;  ^eorijxwv  42;  Ti/jbOK\ep60<i  36;  64; 
Tt/xo/cXeo?  35  ;  ^raai.KpdT€0<i  1 8,  2  ;  SracriKpereo'^  Stndia 
Nicolaitana,  p.  68;  TipiOKpeTeo^i  Berl.  Phil.  IVoeh.,  1886,  No. 
41,  ii.  ;  viii.  ;  ^L\oKpereo<i  ibid.,  vii. 

One  exception  is  found  in  a  late  inscription,  Berl.  Phil. 
Woch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323,  where  Neofi/jvio'i  becomes 
N(Ofjb7]vio<;.  The  same  inscription  is  characterized  by  the 
i/-movable,  an  evidence  of  the  late  period  to  which  it 
belongs. 

11.  e-f-o)  changes  to  iw  (in  accordance  with  §  7,  i)  in  'leocri, 
(for  €(00-1,  subjunctive)  Coll.  60,  3L  On  Deecke's  (ppovecol 
{i.e.  (f)poveoi(Tt)  68,  4,  see  below,  §  20,  2. 
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12.  t+i  in  the  Bronze  Tablet  does  not  contract,  but  becomes 
iji  (in  accordance  with  §  18,  i,  c),  viz.  in  imoXiji  Coll.  60,  6. 

A/t  Bcrl.  Phil.  Woch.,  [886,  No.  41,  ix.  remains  uncon- 
tracted  after  the  disappearance  of  the  f.  Elsewhere  i  +  i  con- 
tracts to  I,  viz.  in  rilaipi  (for  tw  'Oaipu)  Coll.  45  ;  'Oaipi, 
72.  Hall  {your.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  216,  222)  now  reads  tw 
'Ovaaipi  and  'Ovaaipi,  in  these  inscriptions,  which  however 
does  not  affect  the  question  of  contraction. 

13.  0  +  0  contracts  to  «,  frequent  in  the  gen.  sing,  of  -o- 
stcms  ;  e.£:  apyvpco  (for  *upyvpoo)  Coi-L.  60,  6  ;  Tl/uloSci/xo)  23, 
3;  TftJ  29 ;  31,  ct  pass ;  KarepopKwv  (for  *KaTef6pKoov)  60,  r. 

14.  Xoe  Coll.  iii  ;  ^apew  133  ;  ')(^6ov  88,  i  ;  odtoSukoSv  103 
arc  all  too  uncertaig^to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  this 
connection. 

15. 

Compensative  Lengthening. 

The  extent  to  which  this  prevailed  in  Cyprian  is  uncertain, 
owing  to  the  nature  of  the  syllabary,  which  does  not  distin- 
guish the  long  and  short  vowels. 

The  question  of  compensative  lengthening  presents  itself 
chiefly  in  the  development  of  the  group  -avs  and  -ovs,  and  here 
the  problem  is  still  further  complicated  by  the  fact  that  the 
nasal  is  regularly  omitted  in  Cyprian  before  a  consonant  in 
the  same  word  (see  §  23,  i).  Hence  the  syllables  -a  ' se'  can 
stand  for  -ds,  -ds  or  even  -avs-  So  also  -o'  se  '  may  stand  for 
-OS,  -cos  or  -ovs. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  perhaps  simplest  to  follow 
the  model  of  the  closely  related  Arcadian  and  write  a{v)6pd)- 
TTo?,  ace.  plu.,  Coll.  60,  3  (ef.  Arcadian  rh^  o-vviarafieuoi;, 
Coll.  1222,  51);  so  Kairo'i  60,  30;  tc?  60,  3,  10,  11,  23,  30; 
Kacnyv)]TO'i  60,  3,  I  I  ;  t;\;/u.a/xei'os"  60,  3  ;  fut.  ind.  e^o{v)cn  60, 
31  ;  l'(o{v)aL  60,  31  {ef.  Arcadian  Kplvoivai,  iraperd^wvaL  Coll. 
1222,  5,- 15)  ;  ace.  plu.  of  -d-  stems,  to.^  60,  28,  29  ;  71  ;  raahe 
60,  28,  29,  30 ;  /rp/jTa^  60,  28,  29. 

If  8t/jLcool^  (for  8ifM(jo(Toi<;,  see  §  20,  2),  Deecke's  reading  in 
Coll.  69,  were  certain  and  the  inscription  really  a  hexameter, 
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we  should  thereby  be  forced  to  admit  that  o  by  compensative 
lengthening  produces  u  in  Cyprian,  at  least  in  this  instance, 
since  the  metre  requires  a  long  syllable  at  that  point  in  the 
verse.  But  Deecke's  transcrijition  of  the  inscription  is  unnat- 
ural and  unsatisfactory,  so  that  his  text  does  not  afford  the 
basis  for  valid  conclusions.     See  p.  3. 

There  is  less  doubt  in  case  of  the  frequent  e  •  mi  • ;  e.g. 
Coll.  i,  i  ;  16,  20,  et pass.  This  form,  which  might  be  taken 
for  e'/i/At  {cf.  Lesbian  e^yu-f,  Coll.  307),  in  accordance  with  the 
Cyprian  mode  of  writing  doubled  consonants  singly  (see 
§  24,  2),  is  shown  to  be  i^ixi  by  the  bilinguis,  Coll.  65,  which, 
by  the  side  of  the  Cyprian  syllabic  signs  ka  •  ru  ■  xe  •  \  e  •mi', 
has  KAPVI  EMI.  The  possibility  that  this  latter  may  be 
for  e'/i/At'  is  not  absolutely  excluded,  since  even  inscriptions 
written  in  Greek  characters,  particularly  in  the  Old  Alphabet, 
sometimes  have  ji,  \,  v,  etc.  for  jiji.,  \\,  w. 

Like  rjiii  is  "" Kfxrjvija,  Coll.  60,  18.      Cf.  Attic  'A/ieti^m?. 

16. 

Elision,  Crasis,  Aphcsresis,  Synizesis,  DicEvesis. 

1.  Certain  cases  of  elision  are  few;  viz.  dcf)  wt  Coll.  59,  3  ; 
Kerteoi'  Kar  ^YlhaXiwv  59>  I  \  '^^p  ^WhdXiov  60,  27 ;  and  prob- 
ably/a'  wpiaerv  1 26,  I. 

The  first  of  these  a^'  ml  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  for  airv 
Oil  (on  aiTv  as  the  Cyprian  form  of  aTro,  see  §  9,  2),  since  the 
elision  of  v  is  inadmissible.     The  oracle  in  Herod,  vii.,  220, 

7)  ^eya  acTTV  ep^/cvSe?   utt'   dvBpdcrL  Tl€pa€tSr]ai, 

where  the  final  v  of  darv  is  elided  according  to  Kiihner  {A?is- 
fiihrlicJie  Gramniatik,  L,  p.  189),  cannot  be  cited  in  support 
of  such  elision,  since  the  reading  is  justly  suspected.  Cf. 
Stein  ad  loc.  a^  mi  is  rather  to  be  taken  for  a-wo  ml  and 
referred  for  its  origin  to  the  period  before  final  o  in  Cyprian 
became  v.  Once  formed,  the  phrase  d^  ml  continued  as  a 
stereotyped  expression  even  after  aTro  became  dTrv. 

The   nature  of  the  elided  vowel  in  KertMv  kut    'HSaXloov 
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Coll.  59,  i,  cannot  be  determined,  as  the  origin  of  the  word 
is  uncertain.     (See  §  34,  2.) 

irep  for  irepi  in  the  third  of  the  cases  cited,  irep  'HSdXiov 
is  poetical ;  but  the  reading  seems  certain.  Cf.  Pindar,  Pj't/i. 
iii.,  42  ;  irep'  avrd<; ;  Nevi.  xi.,  51  irepohoi'^.  If  with  Allen 
{On  Greek  Versification  in  biscriptiotis,  p.  i  50)  we  take  Coll. 
71  as  a  metrical  inscription  (see  Allen,  p.  46),  we  shall  then 
have  elision  of  the  final  c  of  irork,  although  it  is  written  in  the 
text.  This  practice  of  writing  the  elided  vowel  is  common 
even  in  inscriptions  written  in  Greek  characters.  See  exam- 
ples collected  by  Allen,  p.  I27ff. 

aX(\)'  eTu;^'  a  k/]p  Coll.  6d),  3,  and  ttot'  €feiar]<;  68,  1,  are 
omitted  as  too  uncertain.     See  p.  2. 

The  character  of  the  Cyprian  .syllabary  did  not  admit  of  the 
expression  of  elision  except  in  case  of  words  so  closely  con- 
nected in  sense  as  to  be  written  as  one,  like  a  •  po  •  z'  •  =  a^' 
WL,  etc.  But  most  words  were  not  so  written.  Inscriptions 
which  show  care  even  separate  the  words  by  a  divisor.  Thus 
words  ending  in  -/ce-,  -Se,  -o-e,  etc.,  would  have  to  be  written  -ke  • 
-te',  -se',  even  if  by  elision  the  final  c  disappeared,  since  the 
Cyprian  had  no  way  of  expressing  a  final  consonant  without 
a  following  «.  Hence  the  expression  of  elision  in  case  of 
words  written  separately  like  c5Se  eicepae  {0  '  te  ■  \  c  ■  ke  "  re  '  se  •)  ; 
TTore  €ppe^a{po'te'  \  e've're'xa')  was  a  practical  impossibility. 

So  also  in  case  of  final  -a.  7ra(i^)T'  e^ev,  for  instance,  could 
be  written  on\y  pa  '  te'  \  e  '  ke  "  ne  •,  which  would  give  7rd{v)Te 

This  fact  accounts  perhaps  for  the  apparent  retention  of 
final  short  vowels  in  cases  where  they  might  be  expected  to 
suffer  elision. 

2.  Crasis  is  apparently  certain  in  xaTri  for  to,  iiri  Coll.  37. 
In  place  of  Deecke's  rHa-ipi  (for  too  'Oaipi)  Coll.  45,  i, 
Hall  {/our.  Am.  Or.  Soe.,  xi.,  p.  216)  after  a  re-examination  of 
the  inscription  in  New  York  now  reads  tco  ^Ovaaipi.  Yet  it 
is  difficult  to  reconcile  this  reading  with  Hall's  original  fac- 
simile (Plate  viii.,  34)  as  reproduced  by  Schmidt  {Sajnnilitng 
Kyprischer  Insc/iriften,  xx.,  6). 
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Meister,  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1885,  No.  51,  col.  1604,  reads 
Coll.  103  as  roaraKw,  i.e.  tcd  coraKO)  "des  Ohrenkranken," 
and  104  as  todttootco,  i.e.  rS  aTrciorco  "  des  Tauben."  Both  these 
conjectures  are  extremely  doubtful. 

3.  Aphaeresis  of  i  is  to  be  assumed  in  ot  (v)  too,  i.e.  ot  l{v) 
rcS  Coll.  60,  3L  Deecke  also  assumes  aphaeresis  of  a  in 
Oecoi  a\(\.y  ;  but  a  is  written,  and  the  reading  labors  under 
too  many  difficulties  to  be  accepted  as  correct.  So  Hall's 
Td{p)86  'v  'A'7r6X{X)a}vt  {Jojir.  Am.  Or.  Soc,  xi.,  p.  223)  =  Coll. 
yG,  cannot  be  regarded  as  certain  in  view  of  Cesnola's  plate 
{Cyprus,  Plate  II.,  10). 

Deecke's  ov  ydp  rl  eTna-raU  Coll.  68  is  best  explained  by 
aphaeresis  of  c  (see  Allen,  Versification  in  Greek  Inscriptions, 
p.  74)  rather  than  by  assuming  a  hiatus  and  shortening  of  the 
I  before  o-t,  though  the  latter  is  proposed  by  Deecke  {Bezz. 
Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  80). 

4.  Synizesis  is  maintained  by  Deecke  for  Oewt  Coll.  6%,  4, 
and  deol^  6^,  2,  with  reason,  if  these  words  really  begin  hex- 
ameters, which  is  not  certain.  Synizesis  in  •^oov  in  Coll.  %S 
is  uncertain. 

5.  Diaeresis  is  claimed  by  Deecke,  Coll.  68,  3,  in  0  '  vo ', 
which  he  takes  for  ov.  This  seems  hardly  possible.  Diaere- 
sis in  such  a  word  would  be  surprising  under  any  circum- 
stances. The  parasitic  p  (see  §  17,  2)  is  not  elsewhere  found 
after  o,  and  even  if  it  were,  we  should  expect  the  last  syllable 
of  the  word  to  appear  as  v?^  •,  not  as  vo  •.  The  fact  that  no 
character  has  yet  been  found  for  vn  •  cannot  be  held  to  sup- 
port Deecke's  view.  If  the  sound  had  existed,  the  character 
for  it  would  have  existed  also.  On  a  similar  view  advanced 
by  Deecke  for  Aajariaao  Coll.  58  ;  Aajacpd^  6  "Ajapo^  31,  I  ; 
32,  I,  see  §  18,  2. 

Consonants. 
17. 

F- 

1.  Initial  p  is  regularly  retained  in  Cyprian,  always  in  the 
Bronze  Tablet.     The  instances  are  pdva^  Coll.  18,  i  ;  59,  2; 
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6'^y  I  ;  abbreviated  to  fa-  154;  fava<T{a)a^  ^:i^,  4;  39,  2  ;  40, 
I  ;  peiKuva  y6,  2  ;  fiirija  (eiro^)  60,  26 ;  feret  59,  I  ;  60,  I  ; 
pol  {i.e.  (Tfol)  59,  3  ;  60,  29 ;  foUcoi  60,  6  ;  folvco  y^,,  i  ;  fp>'/Ta<; 
{cf.  fp)]rpa)  60,   28,   29;    favda{a)a<i  Be,':.':.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  315; 

316. 

The  only  exceptions  are  ava(T{(T)a'i  Coll.  33,  i  ;  erei  ^6,  i  ; 
pk^w  (doubtful)  150.  The  absence  of  initial  /:  in  eXet  Coll. 
60,  9,  furnishes  clear  evidence,  in  view  of  its  retention  else- 
where in  the  same  inscription,  that  the  word  has  no  etymo- 
logical connection  with  Lat.  vallis,  as  still  maintained  by 
Curtius,  Grnndzjige  der  GriecJiiscluni  Etymologie^  p.  360. 

Medial  f  is  also  regularly  retained,  always  in  the  Bronze 
Tablet.  The  instances  are  :  alfei  Coll.  60,  3 1  ;  tCkfw  60,  9, 
18,  21  {cf.  the  Hesychian  gloss  aXova  '  kyittol,  KvTrpiot,  where 
ov  is  used  to  represent  the  bilabial  character  of  Cyprian  p  (see 
§  13,  I)  ;  ^aaiXripo^  39,  I  ;  46 ;  47  ;  59,  I  ;  60,  6,  8,  17  ;  153  ; 
154;  176;  177;  178;  179;  AtpeLde/jii<i  60,  21;  Sofivat  60,  5, 
15  ;  eppe^a  Ji  ;  epprjrda-aTV  60,  14 ;  ^KT€pd{v)Bpo)  46  ;  67  ;  evpep- 
<y€(Tia<;  71;  €vppi]TuaaTv  60,  4;  'H8dXn]pe<i  60,  2;  S6ppo{v) 
60,  19;  i€pfjpo<i  I,  I  ;  KarepopKwv  {cf  Hom.  {p)epKO<i)  60,  i; 
Kevevpov  {i.e.  Kevepov  ;  see  §  13,  l)  20,  2;  vepoordra^  59,  2; 
N iKOKXeprjf;  40;  Ni«o/c\e/ro?  179;  ol'/rcoi  60,  14;  'OvaaipoiKO<i 
27,  183;  Sraa-ipoiKoq  193;  27;  183  ;  TipLopoopo)  143;  Tt/io- 
/cXe'/reo?  36;  64;  WpcaTopuva^  Bcrl.  Phil.  JVoc//.,  1886,  No. 
41,  xii.  ;  \\pi(TroK\epr)<i  Berl.  Phil.  JVoeh.,  1884,  No.  21  ; 
TifxopdvaKro<;  ibid.;  'OvaaipoiKOi  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1 887,  No. 
52,  col.  1644;  ysLKOKXipi]^  Bez::.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  315;  p.  316; 
6/re^e  {cf.  Lat.  veho)  Stndia  Nicolaitana,  p.  ^"J  \  ^Ipa  (=  ^cJcra ; 
c/!  j3L{p)o<i,  Lat.  vivns)  Prellwitz's  reading  of  Coll.  134  (see 
Bezz.  Beitr.,  ix.,  p.  172). 

'Apia-TOKopwv,  Deecke's  reading  in  Coll.  45,  i,  is  not  cer- 
tain. Hall  {Jonr.  Am.  Or.  Soc,  xi.,  p.  216)  after  a  fresh 
examination  of  the  inscription  in  New  York  reads  'ApiaToycov, 
but  this  does  not  seem  possible,  judging  from  the  copy  of 
the  inscription  given  by  Schmidt  {Samvilung  KypriscJier  li- 
schriften,  xx.,  6  a). 

Si^dpo)  Coll.  70  is  extremely  doubtful. 
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e/re/o-T??  6^,  I,  has  f,  but  the  exact  form  of  the  word  is 
uncertain;  see  §  12,  2. 

eu^apelre  $6  is  impossible  as  a  Cyprian  word  ;  but  the  F  is 
certain. 

TiX.{X)iKafO'i  Coll.  29;  Vi\{\)LKaFC  Berl.  Phil.  Woch., 
1886,  No.  41,  ii.  ;  ^afjuafoi:  Berl  Phil.  Woch.,  1887,  No.  12, 
col.  380,  are  Phoenician  names. 

7i6pri<i  and  'A^affo?  communicated  by  Sayce  in  Berl.  Phil. 
Woch.,  1884,  No,  21,  are  doubtful,  and  need  confirmation. 

Exceptions  to  the  retention  of  a  primitive  medial  p  are 
more  frequent  than  in  case  of  initial  p.  We  find  the  follow- 
ing:  /3a(TL\f]o<i  {cf.  /3a(n\f]fo^)  CoLL.  17,  I  ;  38,  i;  40,  2; 
154,  155,  a,  b;  156;  193;  Ato9  (ef.  At/re/6'e/xt9)  73>  i  ;  'E^reo- 
Bdfia  {cf.  'ETefd(v)Spco)  135  ;  Oeo/cXeo?  {cf.  NtKOKXeprjf;)  126,  I  ; 
i6pi]o<i  {cf.  tep7]fo<;)  38,  3  ;  Tt/io/c\lo?  35  ;  Ait  j5r;'/.  P////.  Woch., 
1886,  No.  41,  ix.  ;  ^acTiXPjo^  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  316;  Nea- .^ 
76.  Nco/jir]vio<i  Berl.  Phil  Woch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323,  is 
a  contracted  form  (see  §  14,  10)  for  Neo/i>;Vto9  ;  cf  vefoardra'i 
Coll.  59,  2. 

On  'HSa.A,ir?/t  Coll.  60,  31  instead  of  'B.8a\ti]pi,  see  §  18,  4. 

Several  inscriptions  seem  to  belong  to  a  transition  period 
and  exhibit  some  forms  with  /r  and  some  without ;  e.^.  in 
Coll.  38  jSaaiXTjO'^,  leprjo^,  but  pavd(j{a)a<i  ;  in  T,gTi/xo)(^dpLpO(;, 
/3aai,\r]po<;,  pavda{cr)a(;,  but  Ijeprjo^i ;  in  40  ^iKOKXcfrj^;,  pavd- 
a{a)a<i,  but  l3a(TiXf]o<i  ;  identical  with  Coll.  40  is  the  inscrip- 
tion given  by  Deecke  in  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  316. 

2.  In  addition  to  the  f  above  mentioned  the  Cyprian  has 
developed  a  semi-vocalic  v  between  v  or  «v  and  a  following  a  or 
t,  which  it  also  expresses  by  f.  The  instances  are  :  hvpdvoi 
(for  8u-avoi,  root  8u- ;  see  §  9,  i)  Coll.  60,  6 ;  Eupayopo)  153  ; 
154;  abbreviated  Eupayo-  155  b;  157;  Et'/ra  •  155  a;  156; 
159;  Evpd{v)6T]<i  163;  Evpd{v)6epo^  161  ;  Evpd{v)6eo<;  162; 
EvpeXOcov  171,  172;  Ei}/rfc'X^o(i^)TO?  165;  167;  168;  169; 
Karea-Kevpacre  3 1,  3.  The  preposition  vpat<;,  60,  IQ,  22,  28,  is 
also  probably  to  be  explained  in  the  same  way ;  see  under 
Prepositions,  §  33,  5. 

evpepyeala<i,  which   Meyer   {Gr.   Gr.^  §  157)  refers  to  this 

166 


Soiends  and  hiflLxtions  of  the  Cyprian  Dialect.  37 

category,  does  not  belong  here,  but  the  F  is  part  of  the  root. 
{Cf.  Cyprian  '^fpe^a  Coll.  /l)  ^aatXevpo{v)To<i,  59,  i,  also 
mentioned  by  Meyer  in  the  same  connection,  should  be 
omitted.  The  syllabic  text  gives  only  pa  ■  si  •  le  ■  u',  i.e. 
^aackev-;  -fo{v}To<;  is  conjectural. 

The  development  of  this  parasitic  f  occurs  regularly  be- 
tween every  v  and  a  following  «  or  a.  As  an  exception  must 
be  noted  vev^dfxevo'i  {i.e.  i7r-6v^dfX€vo<;  ;  on  v-,  see  §  33,  4) 
Coll.  45,  2.  Deecke's  reading  here  has  been  questioned  by 
Hall  (/(?//;'.  A7n.  Or.  Soe.,  xi.,  p.  216),  who  suggests  that  the 
sign  for  u  ■  here  is  a  mistake  of  the  stone-cutter  for  7;//  ■,  lack- 
ing simply  the  lower  transverse  stroke  of  the  sign  for  that 
syllable.  This  mi  •  he  takes,  for  fxi{v),  with  omission  of  the 
final  V  (see  ^  23,  2,  5),  regarding  it  as  the  pronoun  of  the  ist 
person;  see  §  31,  2.  But  the  omission  of  final  v  before  a 
vowel  is  inadmissible  ;  see  §  23,  4.  Hence  I  believe  Deecke's 
reading  is  to  be  sustained. 

Meyer,  Gr.  Gr,'^  §  239,  suggests  that  vev^dfj.€vo<i  may  be 
for  f€v^dfi,evo<;,  comparing  the  Hesychian  glosses  veai<i  (i.e. 
pe<n<i)  "  arokrj ;  vdXr]  {i.e.  faXr])  •  aKcoXr]^.  But  I  see  nothing 
to  support  this  hypothesis,  and  should  be  inclined  to  attribute 
the  glosses  to  a  later  stage  of  the  dialect. 

The  above  phenomenon  of  the  development  of  a  parasitic 
f  is  not  confined  to  the  Cyprian,  but  occurs  also  in  other  dia- 
lects ;  e.g:  Boeotian  l^aKcvpat  Coll.  458 ;  Corcyrrcan  dpia-- 
revpovra  Roehl,  Inscriptioncs  Graccae  Antiqnissiinac,  343. 

3.  The  f  of  Tifji,oxdpiFO<;  Coll.  39,  i  ;  193  and  KvirpoKpa- 
TLpoq  26  is  difificult  to  explain.  These  words  are  both  -i-  stems, 
and  as  such  their  genitives  should  be  'Vip,o-)(^dpio<i,  KuirpoKpd- 
Tio<i.  That  f  cannot  have  developed  regularly  between  i  and 
o  seems  clear.  Spitzer  {Laiit.  Ark.  Dial.,  p.  51)  suggests  the 
following  explanation.  It  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  inter- 
vocalic f  in  Cyprian  gradually  lost  its  sound  and  disappeared 
as  in  other  Greek  dialects.  Evidences  of  this  have  been 
given  above  in  such  forms  as  fiacn\fjo<i  lepijo^,  as  against  the 
earlier  ^aa-iXfjpo^,  leprjpo^,  etc.  That  the  forms  without  p  are 
in  general   the   younger  there  can  be   no  reason   to  doubt. 
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Spitzer  assumes  that  the  spelling  with  f  was  retained  in  these 
and  similar  words,  as  an  archaism,  even  after  the  had  lost 
its  sound.  Cf.  in  Latin  the  retention  of  C  as  G  in  Cajns, 
Cnaeiis,  long  after  C  had  assumed  the  sound  of  K.  So  in 
Cyprian  he  believes  that  /BaatXrJFO'i  etc.  continued  to  be 
written,  even  after  ^a(jL\r]o^  began  to  be  spoken,  and  that 
after  this  analogy  '^uxoyapifo^  and  Kv7rpoKpdTi,i:o<;  arose, 
though  Ttfioxa-pio<;  and  KvirpoKpaTio^:  were  spoken,  the  f 
being  superfluous. 

This  view  of  Spitzer  has  much  to  commend  it,  especially 
the  fact  that  one  of  the  inscriptions  in  which  TifjLO)(^dpifo<i 
occurs  (Coll.  39)  belongs  clearly  to  the  transition  period 
when  f  was  beginning  to  disappear  (at  least  in  the  vicinity  of 
Paphos),  as  is  evinced  by  the  form  leprio<;  beside  favda{(T)a<i 
and  /SaatXTjpoi;.  Cf.  also  Coll.  38  and  40.  This  period  of 
uncertainty  in  the  employment  of  f  would  furnish  just  the 
conditions  for  the  rise  of  forms  like  KvirpoKpaTipo^i  and  Ti/no- 
XdpLfo^. 

IlpcoTCfo<i  Bed.  Phil.  Woch.,  1887,  No.  12,  col.  379,  if  cor- 
rect, is  to  be  explained  in  the  same  way.  So  also  the  second 
f  of  Eupd{v)B€fo'i  (for  E()/ra(f)^609,  nom.  Evfd(v)0r]'i)  Coll. 
161,  were  the  reading  at  all  certain. 

18. 

J- 

1.  Between  i  and  a  following  a,  «  or  u,  a  semi-vocalic  i 
has  frequently  been  developed,  which  is  generally  written  j. 
This  is  often  called  the  parasitic  J.  The  instances  are  the 
following  :  — 

a)  J  between  i  and  a. 

^AXa{p)'irpijdrat  Coll.  60,  8;  'A/jiTjvLJa  60,  18;  d{v)Bpi- 
jd{v)Tav  {cf.  Att.  dvhpid<;)  59,  2  ;  dvoalja  60,  29  ;  ^Apta-rijav 
20,  I  ;  dreXtja  (Ion.  dreXea)  60,  23  ;  AijaiOe/jii,  74,  I  ;  feTrija 
(Ion.  peirea)  60,  26  ;  lepijjijav  60,  20  ;  IjdaOai,  60,  3  ;  IjaTrjpav 
60,  3;  MaXavijai  60,  17;  MiXK/jdOcovof  59,  i;  IIa(f)ija<;  15,  i; 
Ila(f>ija(v)  69;   TreSi'Jat  60,  18;   Sraaija'^;    18;   'Eraaijav  ly,  l', 

168 


Sounds  and  Injicctions  of  tlie  Cyprian  Dialect.         39 

ripxvija  60,  9,  18,  22;  KureOtjav  60,  27;  'Apiarija  Berl.  Phil. 

Woch.,  1886,  No.  52,  XX. 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  above  examples  that  this  change  took 
place  as  well  after  the  i  which  developed  from  an  original  « 
(see  §  7,  i)  as  after  primitive  i;  cf.  pe-mja,  rip-^^ytja,  etc. 

In  the  Bronze  Tablet  this  j  has  developed  without  excep- 
tion between  every  i  and  a.  Elsewhere  we  find  exceptions. 
Thus  na(f>La^  Coll.  i,  i  ;  2,  i  ;  4 ;   5  ;  6  ;  7  ;  8  ;  9 ;   10  ;   i  i  ; 

12;   YIa(f)iat.   I,  3   {cf.  Ua(pija{v)  69;   Yla<l)ija<i  15,  i)  ;  ToXyiat 
61  ;  ALude/j.t{<;)  {cf.  Aijal6€/jiL{'i)  74,  i)  100;  u(v)8pid<;  Berl.  Phil. 

IVoch.,    1887,   No.    12,  col.    380;    a{v)Bpid{v)Tav   Berl.    Phil. 

Woch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323. 

b)  3  between  i  and  «. 

Ijepev^  Coll.  40,  i  ;  Ijepi]^  33,  i  ;  (/e/Df/o?  39,  3 ;  [jepev^ 
Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  316. 

This  change  does  not  hold  for  the  Bronze  Tablet,  vi.-:.  in 
lepi'jjijav  60,  20.  Other  exceptions  are  lepPjfoq  1,2;  tepfjo^; 
38,  3  ;  Kvpi,ev<i  193  ;  lepfjo^i  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  315. 

j  does  not  develop  between  i  and  t).  Thus  we  have'HSaX- 
i^/re?  Coll.  60,  2;  'HSaXtT^'i  60,  31  ;  Kert^e?  60,  i,  where 
we  might  have  expected  Kertjij-,  'HSaXiji]-.  Deccke  writes 
these  words  'RSaXiefe^;,  'HSaXteJi,  Keriepe';.  With  that  read- 
ing we  should  simply  have  additional  illustrations  of  the 
absence  of  J  between  i  and  t  in  the  Bronze  Tablet. 

c)  J  between  i  and  i. 

The  only  example  is  tttoXiJi  Coll.  60,  6.  On  the  other 
hand  b>.d  Berl.  Phil.   IVoch.,  1886,  No.  41,  ix. 

The  Pamphylian  exhibits  precisely  the  same  development 
of  a  parasitic  semi-vowel  between  i  and  a  following  vowel. 
This  it  writes  (with  Greek  letters)  as  i ;  r.^^.  fCTi^a  {i.e.  /renja. 
Ion.  erea)  Coll.  1267,  5;  hiui  ibid.  ;  Impolai,  'EaTfe{v)8ii^u<; 
(=  'Acr7revSt09)   I  259. 

Between  i  and  o,  or  i  and  w,  j  never  develops  in  C}'prian  ; 
r.^.  A(09  Coll.  73,  i  ;  'AcjipoSiaico  86,  4;  I'wcrc  60,  31.  The 
assumption  therefore  of  Spitzer  {Laiit.  Ark.  Dial.,  p.  51)  of 
the  forms  Ti/xo)(^(ipijo^  39,  i  ;  cj^povljm  68,  4,  is  without  foun- 
dation ;  and  Meister's  conjecture  of  ixvaijov  as  new  reading 
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of  Coll.  41,  3  {Bcrl.  Phil.   Woch.,  1887,  No.  52,  col.  1644)  is 
very  improbable. 

2.  Besides  this  parasitic  j  we  also  find  3  in  the  proper 
names  Lajariaao  Coll.  58,  which  Deecke  suggests  may  be 
for  ^airia-ao.  But  this  is  purely  conjectural.  Aaja^df  and 
"Ajapo<;  Coll.  31,  i  ;  32,  i,  which  Deecke  previously  took  in 
the  same  way,  are  now  read  by  him  Be::3.  Bcitr.,  xi.,  p.  3 19,  as 
Tdp^a<i  and  ap^o<?. 

3.  Deecke's  reading  lepejijav  in  Coll.  60,  20  makes  diffi- 
culty by  the  presence  of  the  first  j.  This  might  possibly  be 
taken  as  indicating  merely  that  the  e  and  i  were  spoken  sepa- 
rately, i.e.  as  €1.  But  «  elsewhere  in  the  same  inscription  is 
not  so  written,  vis.  in  eXei,  line  9  ;  f  e'ret,  line  i  ;  and  it  seems 
to  me  better  on  the  whole  to  write  lept'ijijav  and  to  consider 
the  T]  as  developed  from  «,  just  as  in  case  of  the  Doric  adjec- 
tives in  -77^09  for  -eios  (see  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.,"^  §  Gy)  ;  e.g.  Cretan 
7rpvTav)]iov  ciG.  2554,  51  ;  Delphian  laprjia  ciG.  1688,  14  ;  and 
the  Ionic  substantives  d\i]07]'n],  fiavrrjirj.  Cf,  also  Boeotian 
jxavreiLa  {i.e.  /jiavTijca)  Coll.  494>  2. 

Cyprian  lep/ijijav  is  identical  with  these  formations  except 
that  it  retains  the  j,  which  in  the  other  dialects  disappears  in 
the  preceding  r^ ;  or,  we  may  assume  that  a  new  j  has  devel- 
oped between  tj  and  following  i. 

4.  ^RhaXtTjJL  (Deecke  writes  -ejc)  Coll.  60,  3 1  is  still  more 
perplexing.  We  should  have  expected  here  'HSaX^f/ft,  dat. 
sing,  of  'HSaXtev?  ;  cf.  ^HSaXiijfe^i  Coll.  60,  2 ;  Kerw^/re? 
60,  I.  The  form  'HSa\t?/./t  cannot  be  derived  from  'HSaXiijfi 
by  any  phonetic  process,  nor  can  I  see  any  plausible  explana- 
tion of  its  origin  by  association  or  analogy. 

5.  Change  from  i  to  j  before  a  vowel  has  been  assumed  by 
Deecke  in  case  of  the  diphthongs  u,  oi,  vi  in  oaeja  for  oaeia 
(i.e.  oa-ldi)  Coll.  41,  3  ;  ^ojdt  (for  Somt)  41,  3  ;  ^m/?;  (for 
i^vtr-j)  126,  3.  The  two  former  of  these  examples  are  no 
longer  maintained  by  Deecke  (see  Bez::;.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  317)? 
and  the  last  one,  <^vJ7],  is  not  by  any  means  certain  in  its 
reading. 

I  believe  therefore  that  we  are  not  as  yet  justified  in  claim- 
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ing  this  change  of  i  to  j  for  the  Cyprian.  Yet  the  change  is 
probable  enough  in  itself  and  must  have  occurred  in  other 
dialects  as  preliminary  to  such  forms  as  Arcadian  7roeW&> 
{for  TToievTci),  i.e.  iroievTco),  CoLi,.  1222,  9;  Lesbian  BLKcioo(; 
(for  SiKa[co<i,  I.e.  SiKai(o<i)  304)  A,  44. 

6.   On  J apd  for  lapd,  i.e.  lepd,  see  §  i,  2. 

19. 

I 
In  Cyprian,  5  corresponds  not  only  to  5  of  the  other  dia- 
lects, 7'irj.   in   ^dv  (cf.  Att.  ^d(o)  Coll.  60,  10,  23,  28  ;   pe^co  (?) 
150,  but  also  sometimes  to  y  of  the  other  dialects,  7'ic-.  in 
^d  {=  yd)  'earth,'  Coll.  60,  8,  17,  24  and  d^aOo^  (=  dya66<;) 

37,  3  ;  59>  4- 

These  two  latter  forms  probably  developed  a  parasitic  ^ 
after  the  original  -y,  and  this  jr  then  regularly  became  5.  This 
change  has  an  analogon  in  the  word  ^evaaadac  (for  *'yi^ev- 
aacrdat)  given  by  Hesychius  as  dialectic  form  of  yevaaa-OaL. 
Cf.  the  Arcadian  ^eWeiu  (for  *yi^\\€iv)  •  /SdWeiv,  Hesych. 


20. 


1.  Final  o-  disappears  in  a  few  instances,  7'i:y.  'Ovacricopo 
'A  .  .  .  (for  'Ovaaicopo'i  'A  .  .  .)  Coll.  75,  i  ;  AijaiOefic  tmc 
(for  AijacOefn.^  ran)  74,  I  ;  Aid6€/jLi(<i)  pa  .  .  .  lOO  ;  Ka{<i)  ('and  ') 
d{v)TL  60,  5  ;  /cd(9)  jxev  71,  I  ;  Ttt(v)  favda{a)a<i  2^,  4;  Td{<i) 
u^i'jpwv  60,  5  (twice)  ;  VLXQC)Ua{<;)  'OvacnfidXa  1 20,  I  ;  in 
composition  Tro-e-x^ofievov  (for  iroa-e-^oixevov,  i.e.  irpoo-ey^oixevov) 
60,  19,  21;  Evfd{v)dr](<;)  163  ;  "Av(i^)a(?)  'A/>io(i/)Ta  147; 
Ti\{\)LKa(<;)  fie  Stndia  Nicolaitana,  p.  68;  o  ef  opv^j]  Coll. 
60,  12,  25  may  be  either  for  09  e^  6/31^^?;* (with  omitted  -s)  or 
0  may  be  the  article  used  as  relative. 

The  above  data  do  not  warrant  us  in  drawing  any  positive 
conclusion  as  to  the  law  of  this  change.  Omitting  0  e'^  opv^yj 
as  capable  of  other  interpretation,  the  remaining  twelve  in- 
stances present  six  cases  of   the  disappearance  of  -?  before 
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vowels,  five  before  consonants,  and  one  where  no  other  sound 
follows.  We  can  hardly  infer  from  this  that  the  disappear- 
ance of  -s  took  place  through  the  medium  of  its  change  to 
the  rough  breathing,  since  in  that  event  we  should  expect  it 
to  be  confined  to  those  cases  where  the  following  word  had 
an  initial  vowel.  Meyer  (Gr.  Gr.^^  §  305)  in  judging  of  the 
Boeotian  proper  names  in  -ti  for  -€is  assumes  that  the  pecu- 
liarity originated  before  initial  vowels,  and  was  subsequently 
extended  in  its  use.  The  same  may  be  true  for  the  Cyprian. 
But  since  this  peculiarity  is  confined  almost  exclusively  to 
proper  names  and  in  them  is  found  in  the  whole  field  of 
Greek  inscriptions,  it  may  be  better  to  assume  a  weak  pro- 
nunciation of  final  -s  in  this  class  of  words.  This,  however, 
would  leave  Cyprian  ra,  kcl,  and  tto-  unexplained.  It  should 
be  noted  that,  while  ku  and  ra  (for  /ca?  and  rds:)  are  found  in 
the  above-mentioned  instances,  the  full  forms  /ca?  and  Ta<; 
are  frequent,  e.g.  rd'i  dvda{cr)a<i  Coll.  33,  i  ;  rd<i  ev^oiXd^  59, 
3;  ««?  i^  60,  6.  Td  'EreoSd/jia '  ttWl  Coll.  135,  which 
Deecke  (ad  loc.)  suggests  may  be  for  either  Td<^  'ETeo8dfjia<; 
or  Tdi,  'EreoSa/xa,  is  better  taken  with  Dittenberger  as  rd, 
'EreoSdf/.a,  ttIOi,  in  which  rd  is  the  regular  Cyprian  form  of 
the  Homeric  rf]  'take,'  and  'EreoBd/na  is  vocative.  Cf.  t  347 
Kv/cXcoyjr,  rrj,  rrie  olvov.  This  would  add  another  illustration 
of  the  influence  (already  beyond  question)  of  the  Homeric 
diction  upon  the  Cyprian  vocabulary.  Cf.  Deecke-Siegismund 
in  Curtius'  Stndien,  vn.,  p.  262;  Smyth,  On  Poetical  Words 
in  Cyprian  Prose,  Am.  Jonr.  Phil,  viii.,  4. 

eu^wXa  Coll.  27,  2,  which  might  also  possibly  be  taken  for 
a  genitive  or  dative  (see  §  25,  5),  is,  I  believe,  best  taken  as 
a  nominative.  Cf.  dpd  'Avdw  Coll.  97  ;  dpd  Ail  Bcrl.  Phil. 
JVoch.,  1886,  No.  41,  ix. 

Deecke's  ko,  ttotl  Coll.  6?>,  i  ;  [/ca]  $vaTOL<i  68,  2  ;  and 
0-4(9)  (for  tU)  126,  I,  are  doubtful. 

2.  Deecke  {Bezz.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  81  ;  p.  147)  seeks  to  estab- 
lish the  loss  of  intervocalic  o-,  or  at  least  its  change  to  the 
rough  breathing  in  two  instances,  vi.":.  cf)povea>l  (for  (ppoveoocri) 
Coll.  68,  4  and  St/icoof'?  (for  ^Si/xcoaoa,  i.e.  *8tix6vTioL<;)  69. 
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This  change  is  well  assured  for  other  dialects,  e.g.  Laco- 
nian  iv i] j3(oai<i  ior  ev>)^(j)(7ai<;  Cd.\\Qr,  Delectns'^,  17,  15;  'A7/;- 
i(7TpaTo<i  for  'AyrjcrLarparo';  22,  8.  The  Hesychian  glosses 
Kaivlra,  i.e.  Kaat'yvrjTri  ;  aaa/J,a,  i.e.  a-rjadixri  ;  i/xaov  •  Trdra^ov, 
and  others,  given  as  Cyprian,  also  point  to  the  change  in 
question,  at  least  for  some  period  of  the  Cyprian  dialect. 
But  the  reading  in  the  two  instances  claimed  by  Dcecke  can- 
not be  regarded  as  certain,  especially  in  view  of  the  numer- 
ous difficulties  of  the  context ;  see  pp.  2,  3.  Moreover,  the 
prevailing  usage  of  the  dialect  in  all  other  cases  is  to  retain  the 
o-  arising  secondarily  by  assibilation  of  t,  such  as  we  have  in 
(f)pov6Q)ai  and  SifMci)(roi<;,  e.g.  e^^acri^  31,  2;  €^o{v)ai  60,  31 
(the  (v)  not  absolutely  certain).  Cf.  also  Kaa-cyvTjTo^  60,  14; 
/3acnX€v<i  I  J,  I. 

It  is,  therefore,  impossible  from  existing  inscriptions  to 
admit  the  existence  of  any  such  change  of  <r  to  the  spiritus, 
as  is  insisted  upon  by  Deecke.  The  glosses  given  by  Hesy- 
chius  are  doubtless  to  be  referred  to  a  much  later  period 
than  that  to  which  our  inscriptions  belong.  Cf.  the  parallel 
case  of  the  Laconian  glosses  exhibiting  rhotacism  cited  by 
Hesychius,  jSovwyop  {i.e.  ^ovayo-;),  ycovop  {i.e.  yojvo^).  Yet 
this  change  is  not  attested  by  a  single  pre-Christian  inscription. 
See  Miillensiefen,  Dc  Titnlonnn  Laconiconnn  Dialeeto,  p.  54  f. 

3.  Meister  in  the  Berl.  Phil.  JVoch.,  1885,  No.  51,  col.  1604 
{cf.  Baunack,  Die  InscJirift  von  Gortyn,  p.  23),  seeks  by  cir- 
cuitous combinations  to  explain  another  word  on  the  above 
principle  of  '  for  <r,  viz.  irol  in  irol  rwraKw,  von  devi  OJircn- 
kranken^  his  proposed  reading  of  Coll.  103.  This  prepo- 
sition TToi  he  explains  as  follows.  From  primitive  Greek 
iTori  arose  in  the  Arcado-Cyprian  dialect  ^irocri  by  assibila- 
tion. Before  vowels  this  appeared  as  7ros%  e.g.  Arcadian 
irocro^o'^  CoLL.  1222,  9.  After  the  separation  of  the  Arcadian 
and  Cyprian,  tto^  in  Arcadian  excluded  its  sister  form  ^iroai 
and  we  accordingly  find  tto?  alone;  e.g.  iro^  rdi  1222,  54; 
iroaKaTv/SXciylrT]  1222,  38.  But  ttoo-/  and  tto?  were  both 
retained  in  Cyprian.  The  latter  occurs  in  7709  Bo|0/ro(t')  Coll. 
60,     19;     TTo?   rdv   60,    19;    770?     llaaayopnv   60,    21  ;    *7roai, 
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however,  first  lost  its  intervocalic  o-  (for  which  Meister  com- 
pares (f)poveo)i  already  discussed  above),  becoming  irol'  and 
then  TToi.  It  is  this  latter  form  which  Meister  reads  in 
TTot  TwraKO)  Coll.  103.  This  ttol,  he  considers,  became  still 
further  reduced  to  tto-  in  iro-e^ofxevov  for  7rot^-e)(^6fievov  Coll. 
60,  19  (ef.  Arcadian  TroevTco  for  TroL-evrw).  This  would 
remove  the  necessity  of  assuming  loss  of  o-  in  this  word,  as 
explained  above,  1. 

Against  this  view  of  Meister's  is  to  be  urged 
i)  Assibilation  of  t  in  case  of  ttotI,  though  naturally  to  be 
expected,  is  not  attested  by  any  Greek  dialect.    We  find  irori 
in  Homer  ;  *7roal  is  unknown. 

2)  If  the  form  *7roa-i  had  originated  from  ttotl  we  should 
expect  it  to  remain  *iroai,  since  the  o-  arising  in  this  way  is 
not  wont  to  disappear.  Cf.  eUoai  (primitive  form  fiKurt), 
<pdai<i  (from  *(j)dTt<i). 

3)  The  example,  which  Meister  cites  to  illustrate  the  dis- 
appearance of  <r  arising  from  t  before  i,  vi::;.  (jjpovecoi,  we  have 
already  seen  above  (2)  is  quite  doubtful  and  opposed  to  the 
clear  laws  of  the  dialect.  Argive  iroi,  which  Meister  cites 
(relying  evidently  upon  Cauer,  Delectus^,  62,  9  and  Etym. 
Mag.  678,  44)  is  not  sufficiently  assured.  Locrian  irol  rov, 
which  Bechtel  defends  in  Coll.  1479,  H*  is  taken  by  Allen 
{De  dialecto  Locrensiuin,  p.  6^  —  Studien,  iii.,  p.  271)  and  Roehl, 
Inscriptiones  Gmecae  Antiquissimae,  322,  b,  5,  as  a  mistake  of 
the  stone-cutter  for  ttot  t6v,  in  which  ttot  is  by  apocope  for 
TTOTt.  Cf.  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.^  §  299,  note.  Allen  compares 
Locrian  KAITO,  which  he  takes  for  kclt  to,  Coll.  1478,  46. 

4)  As  to  the  origin  of  7TO€)(^6fxevov  from  Troie^ofxevov  by  the 
disappearance  of  the  t  (through  the  medium  of  /),  such  a 
change  should  be  accepted  cautiously,  even  were  the  exist- 
ence of  TTOL  proven.  We  have  no  instances  of  the  Cyprian 
treatment  of  the  r  (j)  developing  from  the  second  part  of 
diphthongs  (ai,  ti,  01,  vi)  unless  perchance  (f)vJ7]  Coll.  126,  3 
be  such  an  instance.  That  certainly  would  not  make  for 
Meister's  view,  but  would  lead  us  rather  to  expect  irojexo- 
fievov. 
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21. 


Indogermanic  q  ^  apparently  develops  irregularly  as  ir  (in- 
stead of  t)  before  c  and  i  in  several  words  :  — 

1.  weiaei  (Idg.  root  qei-),  Coll.  60,  12,  25,  corresponds  to 
Attic  reiaei  (on  this  and  not  rlaet  as  the  correct  form,  see 
above,  §  12,  ad  in.),  fut.  ind.  'shall  pay.'  Attic  reiaei  repre- 
sents the  regular  development  of  q.  Cyprian  ireicrei  has 
undoubtedly  borrowed  its  ir  from  other  formations  of  the 
same  root,  where  ir  was  phonetically  justified,  e.^^r.  *7re-7roi-a 
(perfect),  7roLV)j  'pay.'  Cf.  Thessalian  uTnreiadTov  (i.e.  diro- 
reiadro))  Coll.  1332,  28,  where  the  same  irregularity  occurs. 

2.  7re(f)afj,epo)v,  Coll.  59,  2,  i.e.  'Tre{fi)<^aixep(ov  (see  v^  23,  i, 
2)  gen.  sing,  of  7re{fj)(f)-d/jLepov,  'five  days'  period'  (cf.  Att. 
Trevdij/xepov)  points  to  Tre/ivre  (Idg.  penqe)  as  the  form  of  the 
numeral  for  'five'  in  Cyprian  as  well  as  in  Lesbian.  Here 
also  the  w  (for  t)  owes  its  origin  to  the  influence  of  other 
primitive  formations  from  the  stem  penq-,  e.g.  wepLiru^,  where 
the  ir  before  a  was  regular. 

3.  In  oTTKTiii  (=  oari^ ;  see  §  22,  2)  otti-  is  an  adverbial 
formation  from  the  pronominal  root  qi-,  which  like  ireiaet  (see 
above,  l),  ought  regularly  to  appear  as  -rt-.  The  ir  is  to  be 
explained  as  borrowed  from  forms  such  as  oVw?,  oTroVepos^ 
etc.,  where  ir  for  Indogermanic  q  before  o  and  w  is  regular. 

22. 

Assibilation  of  t  before  i. 

1.  This  occurs  as  in  Attic  in  the  verbal  ending  -(vio-i  (see 
above)  for  -vn,  and  elsewhere.  The  examples  are  e^o(p)ai 
for  e^ovrt  (Att.  e^ovai)  Coll.  60,  31  ;  i(o{v)ai  60,  31  ;  t^jBaai^ 
(Att.  €K/3acrL<i  ;  see  §  24,  i)  31,  2  ;  32,  i  ;  7rocr<<?  26,  2. 

ert  73,  I  and  d{v)Ti  60,  5,  et  pass,  retain  the  t  as  in  all 
dialects. 

^  Following  Brugmann's  use  of  this  character  in  his  Grundriss  dcr  VergUi- 
chenden  Gramiitatik. 
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KCLTi  has  been  assumed  by  Deecke,  as  the  full  form  of  the 
elided /car  'and'  in  kclt  'WhaXlwv  Coll.  59,  i.  If  this  is 
correct,  the  form  would  belong  with  ert  and  a{v)rL  At  all 
events  we  are  not  justified  in  assuming  that  the  form  «:a9 
'and'  originated  from  Kun  by  the  latter's  becoming  ^Kciai, 
whence  (before  vowels)  «:a?. 

So  also  TTOs"  Coll.  60,  19,  20,  21  is  not  to  be  explained  as 
the  ante-vocalic  form  of  ^iroal  (for  ttotl),  since  ttotl  so  far 
as  known  never  assibilates  its  t.  The  s  of  tto?  must  be 
explained  in  some  other  way;  see  §  ^t,,  3.  ttot,  which 
Deecke  reads  in  Coll.  68,  i,  by  elision  for  vrori,  is  perfectly 
consistent  with  the  existence  of  tto?  in  Cyprian  (see  §  33,  3), 
but  the  context  is  so  doubtful  that  small  probability  attaches 
to  this  form. 

2.  The  indefinite  arU  (for  rU)  occurs  Coll.  60,  10,  23  ; 
and  oiriaL'i  60,  29.  This  is  irregular,  since  initial  t  before  i  is 
not  assibilated  ;  yet  the  form  is  certain.  Possibly,  rt?  as  an 
enclitic,  was  so  closely  connected  with  the  preceding  word  as 
to  be  felt  as  a  part  of  it.  In  this  way  the  t  became  intervo- 
calic and  so  changed  to  a-.  This  is  the  explanation  of  Meyer, 
Gr.  Gr?y  §  299,  and  in  support  of  it  may  be  cited  Att.  ajja, 
which  developed  from  the  primitive  nom.  pi.  neuter  of  rk, 
viz.  rrd,  in  such  phrases  as  '^pjj/nard  rm.  The  two  words  in 
such  instances  were  so  closely  connected  as  to  be  treated 
like  one.  Hence  ■^^pijfiard  Ti^a  became  regularly  'x^prj/xardrTa. 
This  was  felt  as  xPW^^'^'  drra,  so  that  drra  arose  as  an  inde- 
pendent word.  The  only  objection  that  can  be  urged  against 
this  explanation  of  <rU  is  that  Hesychius  gives  us  crl  as 
an  interrogative  pronoun  in  the  gloss  o-i  ySo'Xe  •  tl  OiXea. 
KvTrpioi. 

Deecke's  ri  in  Coll.  68,  3,  is  to  be  rejected.  The  reading 
is  uncertain,  and  the  form  highly  improbable  by  the  side 
of  al<i. 

3.  Deecke  reads  ttoti  Coll.  6S,  3,  as  vocative  of  ttoti'^, 
'lord.'  The  word  occurs,  however,  in  26  as  iroais,  with 
regular  assibilation  of  the  t.  The  fact  that  we  always  find 
TTo'crt?  in  other  dialects  would  certainly  tend  under  any  cir- 
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cumstances  to  discredit  Trort?  in  Cyprian,  especially  as  t  in 
this  dialect  regularly  suffers  assibilation  ;  but  the  assumption 
that  TTOTt?  existed  beside  ttoo-^?  in  the  same  dialect  is  entirely 
untenable.  Another  fact  which  makes  against  Deecke's 
reading  is  that  the  word  never  has  the  sense  of  '  lord '  in 
Greek,  a  sense  which  he  attaches  to  it  in  the  present  in- 
stance. 

23. 

Loss  of  Nasals. 

1.  Before  a  consonant  in  the  same  word  the  nasals  v,  (i,  y 
were  always  dropped.  This  is  generally  indicated  by  putting 
the  omitted  nasal  in  parenthesis.  The  instances  are  the 
following  :  — 

i)  Omission  of  v. 

a{v)hpCJd{v)Tav   (Att.   uvhpidvja)    CoLL.    59,   2  ;    a{v)6pco7ro<; 
60,  3;    u{v)tl   60,  5,  15,  17;    'AfjL6{v)Ta   {?)    147;    A{v)Ti(f)a/jLo<i 
83  ;  ' ApiaT6(f)a{v)To<i  28  ;  i7ri6{v)Ta  60,  9,  19,  22  ;  'KT€fd{v}Spo) 
46;  47  ;  Eifd{v)d7j  163  ;  Evfd{v)defo<;  161  ;  162  ;  Evf€X6oh)To<i 
165;  167;  168;  169;  l6{v)Ta6o,  23;  'Ovdaa{v)To<;  30;  7rd{v)Ta 
60,  10,  19,  22  ;  68,  4 ;  TaXd{v)ro)v  60,  7  ;  Td{v)8e  60,  26;  76,  2 
88,    i;     To(i^)Se  59,    2;     60,    13,    25;    72,    i;    ^a{v)Tac7i(ii  81 
d(v)Spid{v)Tav   Bcrl.    Phil.    IVoch.,    1886,    No.   42,   col.    1323 
a(v)8pLd^  Bcrl.  Phil.   IVoch.,  1887,  No.  12,  col.  380. 

2)  Omission  of  n. 

7r€{fx)(f)afjiep(ov  Coll.  59,  2  ;  'A\a{p)'rrpijdrai  {cf  the  present 
"Alambra,  twenty  minutes'  ride  west  of  Dali,"  Cesnola, 
Cyprus,  p.  87).  Meister's  conjecture  of  6{p)^u[vTi]  in  his 
new  reading  of  Coll.  41  {Bcrl.  Phil.  IVoch.,  1887,  No.  52, 
col.  1644)  is  quite  uncertain. 

3)  Omission  of  y- 

Probable  in  "O{y)Ka{v)T0<i  Coll.  60,  9;  Y[a{'y)Kpa-  62,  2. 

In  Pamphylian  inscriptions  v  disappears  similarly  before  t 
or  8  in  the  same  word  ;  t  under  such  circumstances  changes 
to  8,  e.g.  ireheKaiheKa  (i.e.  TrevTeKaiSeKo)  Coll.  1267,  5  ;  e^dywSi 
(i.e.  e^dycovTi)  1 267,  16,  20 ;  yepwBai  I26y,  20;  'EaTfe6nv<i 
(A(nrevBio<;)  1 2 59. 

177 


48  diaries  E.  Bennett, 

2.  Certain  short  words  ending  in  a  nasal,  and  closely  con- 
nected in  thought  with  the  following  word,  omit  the  nasal, 
as  in  the  interior  of  a  word.  These  words  are  the  forms  of 
the  article  tov,  rdv,  rwv ;  the  preposition  Iv ;  and  the  pronoun 
jxLv  {=  fjiev,  i.e.  fie;  see  §  31,  i).     The  instances  are 

i)  TOV  : 

To{v)  %<y/3oy  Coll.  60,  18;  ro{v)  ■^pavofievov  60,9;  ro{v) 
'^pav^ofievov  60,  18;  to{v)  7roe)(^6fMevov  60,  19,  21  ;  to(i/)  A/ou- 
fxlwv  60,  19;  t6{v)  Kd7rov6o,  20  ;  as  relative  in  to (v)  Aifeldefia 
60,  21  ;  t6{v)  B6/u,e{v)  126,  2  is  improbable ;  see  §31,4; 

2)  Tav  : 

Ta{v)  tttoXlv  60,  I  ;  ra{v)  SuXrov  60,  26;  Ta{v)  6l6v  6o,  27; 
Ta(y)  SL(f)aTo{v)  69  ;  Ta(y)  peiKova  jG,  2  ; 

3)  Twy: 

Toi{v)  TralScov  60,  II,  30  ;  t(w(i^)  KaaLyv/jrav  6o,  14; 

4)  iV: 

i(i^)  TJ^xai  17,  2;  27,2:28;  31,4;  37,3;  59,4;  7^,2; 
Bed.  Phil.  VVoch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323  ;  1887,  No.  12,  col. 
380  ;  l{v)  Tioi  Coll.  60,  i,  3,  8,  9  ;  i{v)  rat  60,  8  ;  l{v)  MaXavijai 
60,  17;  i{v)  Styu,(/x)tSo9  60,  20;  o?  (V)  Tco  (with  aphaercsis  of 
the  i]  see  §  16,  3)  60,  31  ; 

5)  fiLv: 

ix\{v)  KareOrjKe  I,  2 ;  2,  2 ;  probably  also  in  o-ij{v)  TV)(a 
120,  4. 

The  above  words  always  lose  the  v  before  a  consonant, 
without  exception.  The  forms  rov,  rdv,  etc.,  occur  only  before 
vowels. 

The  omission  of  v  has  also  been  claimed  by  Meyer  {Gr.  Gr?, 
§  113,  note)  for  771;  {i.e.  idv).  Meyer  would  read  'i]{v)  /ce  in 
Coll.  60,  10,  23.  But  the  existence  of  ijv  has  already  been 
shown  to  be  improbable  (see  §  14,  6),  and  Deecke's  reading 
rj  {=  el)  is  sufficiently  justified  by  the  occurrence  of  1)  in 
Cretan. 

3.  Loss  of  final  v  before  an  initial  consonant  in  other 
cases  than  those  above  mentioned  is  to  be  accepted  with 
caution.  S6pfo{v)  rov  Coll.  60,  19  and  d\po{v)  tov  60,  21  seem 
certain.     But  other  instances  given  by  Deecke  are  doubtful, 
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mz.  vao{v)  r6{v)he  Coll.  41,2,  which  he  no  longer  maintains 
(see  p.  3),  and  ra{v)  Bi(fiaTo{v)  Sifiaoiv)  Ila(f)ija(v)  ye  Coll.  69. 
This  latter  instance  might  possibly  seem  worthy  of  accept- 
ance did  we  thereby  gain  a  reading  which  commended  itself 
in  other  respects,  which  is  not  the  case.  The  individual 
words  of  the  passage  are  several  of  them  strange,  and  the 
sense  which  Deecke  attaches  to  them  {Bess.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  146  f.) 
is  forced  and  unnatural.  Equally  improbable  is  Hall's  a{v)- 
6p(i)7r(jo(v)  Oeoii  {Jour.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  220),  which  he  reads 
in  place  of  Deecke's  a{y)QpwKe  deiai  Coll.  6?>,  3. 

4.  In  Coll.  126,  2,  Deecke  would  even  maintain  the  disap- 
pearance of  final  V  before  a  vowel  in  h6fx€{v)  "AS?;.  This  is 
also  assumed  by  Hall  {Jour.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  216)  in  his 
reading  yi\{v)  €u^d/j,€vo<;  in  place  of  Deecke's  ueu^ayuefo?  (i.e. 
e7rev^dfievo<i ;  see  §  17,  2)  Coll.  45;  further  in  Kuv€/j,co{v) 
oaeia  {Jour.  Am.  Or.  Soc,  xi.,  p.  226)  Coll.  Sj  ;  WvTi(f)dfi(o(v) 
6  {ibid.,  p.  225)  Coll.  83.  But  in  none  of  these  cases  does 
any  probability  attach  to  the  reading. 

24. 

Other  Peculiarities. 

1.  Triple  consonance  occurs  in  e^^acriv  Coll.  32.  So  also 
the  preposition  ef  is  used  invariably  before  initial  consonants, 
ef  TWi  60,  5,  I  I,  24  ;   €^  rat  60,  6,  24. 

2.  Doubled  consonants  are  regularly  written  singly,  vie.  in 
avda{cr)a<i  Coll.  33,  i  ;  favda{(T)a<i  "^"i,  4;  39,  2  ;  40 ;  'A/i(yLi)D9 
61;  "\v{v)a^  147;  'A7roX(X)coi/t  31,  3;  32,  2  ;  59,  3  ;  72, 
2;  74,  2;  75,  3;  77  \  78;  120,  2;  Ti\{\)Ua{^)  120,  i; 
Ti\{X)iKapo<i  29 ;  nacrt7r(7r)o<?  194  ;  ^//i{/i)t8o«?  (.')  60,  20  ; 
/j,a/j,{/j)o7rdTU)p  {?)  85  ;  favda{cr)a<;  Bczc.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  315  ; 
p.  316;  Yi\{\)UapLBerl.  Phil.  IToch.,  1886,  No.  41,  ii.  ;  doubt- 
ful is  d\{xy  Coll.  68,  3  ;  Mayao-(o-)/}<?  Ber/.  Phil  IVoch., 
1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323. 

Instead  of  \\'7r6\{\)oivi  the  principles  of  the  Cyprian  syl- 
labary would  admit  \W\cbvi  {cf.  Thessalian  ^ \it\ovvi,  i.e. 
"'AirXoivt  Coll.  368  ;  372  ;  "A'n-Xovvo';  345,  22).      On  the  other 
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hand  Cyprian  e'ini'  might  possibly  be  taken  for  e/t(/a)(, 
except  for  the  evidence  of  KAPVI  EMI  the  Greek  text  of 
the  biUnguis  Coll.  65  {cf.  §  16). 

This  practice  of  writing  doubled  consonants  singly  is  not 
peculiar  to  the  Cyprian,  but  is  found  more  or  less  frequently 
in  most  archaic  inscriptions  of  every  dialect.  Cf.  Syracusan 
'AireXcovt,  Roehl,  Inscriptioncs  Graecae  Antiguissimae,  509 ; 
Megarian  ^AttoXwvl  ibid.,  11;  Pamphylian  'AireXcova  Coll. 
1267,  30;  Tifidfeaa  1 267,  6  and  the  list  given  in  Meyer, 
Gr.  Gr.,^  §  287. 

3.  N-movable  is  found  in  a  few  late  inscriptions,  via. 
eScoKev  'Ayfrdaco/xo^  Ber/.  Phil.  WocJi.,  1 887,  No.  12,  col.  380; 
eSoiKev  Kat;  and  6vedt]Kev  \lava(T{a)r]<;  Berl.  Phil.  Woch.,  1 886, 
No.  42,  col.  1323  ;  in  the  two  latter  cases  before  an  initial 
consonant. 

4.  The  Cyprian  syllabary  has  no  character  for  the  rough- 
breathing,  which  is  generally  supplied  in  accordance  with  the 
vulgar  usage. 

5.  Initial  xt  for  -n  appears  in  'rrroXi'i  Coll.  60,  2,  4,  7,  15, 
16,  27  ;  TtroXtji  60,  6  ;  tttoXcv  60,  i,  all  doubtless  to  be  referred 
to  Homeric  influence  ;  see  §  20,  i. 

6.  Primitive  po-  is  retained  in  eKepae  Coll.  32,  2,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  regular  law.  Cf.  on  the  other  hand  Arcadian 
(f)6€pac  {i.e.  (f)6/]pai?)  Coll.  1222,  8. 

7.  Hall's  "Zlja  {Jo7ir.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  225)  for  ©ya,  i.e. 
Bed,  his  reading  in  Coll.  85,  cannot  be  admitted.  The  change 
of  e  to  (T  found  in  late  Laconian  (see  Miillensiefen,  Pe  Titulo- 
mm  Laconicomvi  Pialccto,  p.  56)  is  not  probable  for  Cyprian ; 
and  goddess  in  this  dialect  is  expressed  regularly  by  ^eo'9  (fem. 
as  well  as  masc),  e.g.  Coll.  60,  27. 

8.  KvixeprjvaL,  CoLL.  6^,  4,  if  correctly  taken  as  a  collateral 
form  of  *Kv^epvf]vai,  represents  the  same  change  of  p  to  |j.  as 
that  seen  in  Kv/xepvyjTT)^  for  Kv/3€pv)]rr]<i,  Etymologicum  Mag- 
num, 543,  2,  where  it  is  referred  to  the  AtoXet?.  Further 
concerning  the  form,  see  §  32,  12. 
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INFLECTIONS. 

Declension. 

25. 

Stems  in  -d-. 

1.  On  the  gen.  sing,  in  -au  and  -ao  of  proper  names  in  -as, 
see  above,  §  14,  4. 

2.  Feminine  -a-  stems  have  everywhere  -ds  in  the  gen.  sing., 
e.g.  'A6dva<i  Coll.  60,  20  ;  dvdcr{a)a<;  33,  i  ;  eu^(o\d<i  59,  3  ; 
pavda{a)a<i  38,  4;  39,  2;  40,  I  ;  ''OvaaiKVTrpa'i  34,  I  ;  rd^  I. 
I  et  pass.  ;  Ti/xoKvirpai;  23,  I  ;  <PLXoKU7rpa<;  22,  I  ;  Wpia- 
TOKvirpa^  Bcrl.  Phil.  Uoch.,  1886,  No.  41,  vi.  No  trace  is 
anywhere  found  of  a  fem.  gen.  in  -av  such  as  occurs  in  Arca- 
dian {e.g.  oUiav  Coll.  1233,  3  ;  ^a/xiav  1222,  12,  25),  where  it 
is  borrowed  from  the  masculine.  On  the  occasional  omission 
of  -s  in  the  gen.  sing.,  see  §  20,  i. 

3.  A  peculiar  gen.  sing,  of  masc.  -d-  stems  is  found  in 
'A/jLTjvtJd  Coll.  60,  18  ;  'Ovaai/j,d\d  120,  i  ;  ^Apta-Tijd  Berl. 
Phil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  52,  XX.  The  formation  can  hardly  be 
Cyprian.  It  is  possibly  the  result  of  Doric  influence ;  cf.  Cretan 
hiKaa-rd  (for  -do),  Inscription  of  Gortyna,  v.  35.  This  expla- 
nation at  all  events  seems  preferable  to  that  of  Deecke,  who 
believes  that  Cyprian  -do  could  sometimes  lose  its  -o  and  ap- 
pear as  -d. 

4.  Fivpayopco  (cf.  on  the  other  hand  'Ovaaayopav  Coll.  60, 
I,  22)  Coll.  153,  154,  is  referred  by  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.,-  §  345,  to 
the  influence  of  the  Ionic  dialect,  but  such  Ionic  gens,  as  Aa/i- 
■yjrayopeco  ('E^T^/iept?  ' Ap)(^aio\oyLKi],  1 884,  p.  86)  certainly  do 
not  speak  for  an  Ionic  Evfayopco,  although  -w  (by  contraction 
for-€«)  does  sometimes  occur  in  Ionic,  e.g.  'Avvikco  for  'Avvlk€0) 
Rochl,  Inscriptioncs  Graecae  Antiqnissimae,  381,  c,  11. 

^ Afiv{v)T(i)  Coll.  41,  which  Meyer  also  explains  in  the  same 
manner,  is  no  longer  maintained  as  a  reading  by  Deecke;  see 

P-  3- 
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5.  The  dat.  sing,  ends  sometimes  in  -dt  {i.e.  a)  ;  sometimes 
in  -d.  On  the  relation  of  these  two  endings  to  each  other, 
see  above,  §  13,  3,  a.  The  instances  (with  the  immediate  con- 
text) are  as  follows  :  ra  'Addva  rat  Coll.  62  ;  v  Tu%a  74,  3 ; 
crv{v)  Tvya  I20,  4  ;  ra  ^AOdvai  IJ ,  2  \  rdi  l3aaL\?]fo<i  rd  60,  8,  17  I 
rd  Hacfyia,  the  correct  reading  of  Coll.  9,  according  to  Hall 
{/our.  Am.  Or.  Soc.,  xi.,  p.  212).  An  examination  of  these 
examples  reveals  the  fact  that  the  dative  in  -d  is  more  usually 
found  in  those  cases  where  it  is  accompanied  by  another 
dative  of  the  full  form  in  -di.  Cf.  the  similiar  use  of  -«  for  -wi; 
see  §  26,  3. 

Ahrens  {Philologus,  xxxv.,  p.  13  f.)  considers  the  forms  in 
-di  as  locative,  when  they  are  accompanied  by  a  preposition 
of  place.  But  the  locative  in  Greek  is  not  elsewhere  used  as 
such  with  prepositions,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  recognizing 
it  here. 

6.  The  gen.  plu.  in  -dv  (by  contraction  from  -awv ;  cf. 
Homeric  Oeawv,  d\<f)r)aTao3v)  occurs  in  eTrayofievdv  Coll.  59,  2. 

7.  On  the  ace.  plu.  see  §  15. 

26. 

Stems  ill  -o-. 

1.  The  gen.  sing,  in  -»  (for  -00  by  contraction;  see  §  14,  13) 
is  frequent,  e.g.  d\fw  Coll.  60,  9,  18  ;  dpyvpoi  60,  6,  13,  15, 
17;  Ti/uio8dfico  23,  3. 

2.  A  peculiar  gen.  sing,  is  found  ending  in  -«v  instead  of  -« 
and  occurring  interchangeably  with  the  latter.  The  instances 
are  :  ^A^iS/xiXKcov  Coll.  59,  3  ;  dpyvpcov  60,  7,  25  {e/.  dpjvpo) 
60,  6,  15,  et pass.) ;  ApvfiLOivSo,  19  ;  'E^^^erificov  38,  2  ;  'HBaXicov 
59,  I  ;  SeoBoopcov  42  ;  Seori/xcov  42  ;  Kertcov  59,  I  ;  /jncrdoiv  60,  4, 
5,  15  ;  'Ovatcov  21,1  (shown  to  be  genitive  by  the  recently 
discovered  "Oi/ato?  rjytit  Berl.  PJiil.  Woch.,  1886,  No.  41,  iii.)  ; 
^OvacnKvirpoiv  CoLL.  60,  2,  II,  30;  ^OvaalXoov  60,  24;  7re{/j)- 
(f>afiepa>v  59,  2;  Ta\d{v)rwv  60,  7  5  ^XW^^  ^^'  5»  ^5  >  ^t^o/cv- 
irpcov  60,  I  ;  Na)/j,r}vio)v  Berl.  Phil.  IVoch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col. 
:  323.     Twy  in  Coll.  60,  1 1   is  not  to  be  taken  as  gen.  sing. 
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(as  given  by  Deeckc,  Index  to  Coll.  I.,  i)  but  is  rather  the 
gen.  plu.  modifying  the  preceding  iraihaiv.  Cf.  Tb<;  TratSa?  to<; 
'OvaaiXcov  60,  23. 

The  explanation  of  this  genitive  formation  is  exceedingly 
difficult.  The  view  of  Ahrens  {Pliilologns,  xxxv.,  13)  that  an 
original  formation  in  -ws  has  changed  its  -s  to  -v,  for  which 
Ahrens  compares  the  Dor.  ending  -|ji«s  ic-g-  ofKo^oKa^eq)  by 
the  side  of  the  ordinary  -jitv  (Xejofiev)  hardly  needs  refutation. 
The  view  first  advanced  by  Deecke-Siegismund  (Curtius' 
Stndien,  vii.,  p.  232)  identifying  this  formation  with  that  seen 
in  the  Arcadian  genitive  tcovl  (Coll.  1222,  38),  which  they 
took  as  Tcov-i,  is  hardly  correct,  since  Arcadian  Tav[v]L  in  the 
same  inscription  line  53  points  to  a  suffix  -vi.  The  existence 
of  this  latter  seems  also  to  be  confirmed  by  the  Thessalian 
forms  in  -ve,  ro-ve  Coll.  345,  20,  et  pass.;  rd-ve  345,  23,  45. 

More  plausible  than  Ahrens's  view  is  that  put  forward  by 
Deecke  {Bezz.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  71).  Deecke  thinks  the  ending 
-«v  arose  by  confounding  the  gen.  sing,  in  -«  with  the  gen.  pi. 
The  V  in  the  latter  (see  §  23,  2)  had  an  extremely  weak 
sound,  according  to  Deecke,  so  that  the  form  apparently  ter- 
minated in  -«,  at  least  when  followed  by  an  initial  consonant. 
Hence  after  the  analogy  of  d{v)6p(i)7r(i),  i.e.  -oi{v)  as  a  pendant 
to  i\{v)dpwTrcov  in  the  gen.  plu.,  we  find  also  in  the  gen.  sing. 
d{v)dpoo7r(ov  as  a  pendant  to  d{v)0pci)7ro).  Deecke  refers  to 
the  early  Latin  accusatives,  sed,  wed,  ted,  which  are  correctly 
regarded  by  him  as  having  developed  from  original  se,  n/c,  te 
after  the  analogy  of  the  duplicate  ablative  forms  sed,  se  ;  ted, 
te ;  nied,  me.  Cf.  Osthoff,  Znr  GescJiicJite  des  Perfects  iui 
IndogermaniscJien,    p.    128  ;     Stolz,    LatciniscJic    Grauiviatik, 

§90- 

Against  this  view  of  Deecke's  it  must  be  urged  that  except 
in  the  few  words  already  mentioned  above  (§  23,  2,  3) 
final  V  does  not  exhibit  a  tendency  to  vanish  in  Cyprian. 
Even  before  consonants  it  is  regularly  written,  e.g.  iraihciiv  60, 
II  ;  Kaaiyv/jTcov  70,  14.  Hence  the  assumption  is  not  justi- 
fied that  final  v  in  the  gen.  plu.  was  characterized  by  the 
"ausserste  Lautschwache"  which  Deecke  claims,  and  the  con- 
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elusion  drawn  from  this  assumption,  that  there  existed  two 
forms  in  the  gen.  plu.,  one  in  -«  and  one  in  -«v,  is  therefore 
equally  without  foundation.  In  the  absence  of  these  dupli- 
cate forms  of  the  gen.  plu.  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  could 
have  furnished  the  motive  for  the  new  formation. 

Others,  as  Leskien  {BcricJite  der  SdcJisischcn  GesellscJiaft 
dcr  WissenscJiaften,  1884,  p.  105)  and  Brugmann  {GriecJiiscJie 
Gramviatik,  §  94)  suggest  an  independent  ending  here,  -m  or 
-01)1,  which  appears  in  Eccl.  Slavonic.  This  is  improbable. 
It  is  not  likely  that  the  Cyprian  -o-  stems  had  two  inherited 
genitive  formations  in  regular  use.  The  one  would  have 
almost  inevitably  supplanted  the  other  in  the  ordinary  lan- 
guage. Latin  familids  beside  stellae  is  a  rarity  ;  dcdbiis  and 
Jilidbus  have  a  special  reason  for  existing ;  whereas  these 
two  genitives  in  -«  and  -a>v  exist  side  by  side  in  the  same 
words  in  the  same  inscription.  It  is  therefore  more  reason- 
able to  view  the  gen.  sing,  in  -wv  as  a  purely  Cyprian  develop- 
ment, the  result  of  certain  influences  or  associations  which 
cannot  as  yet  be  determined. 

3.  The  dat.  sing,  ends  sometimes  in  -«i,  sometimes  in  -w. 
On  the  relation  of  these  two  endings,  see  above,  §  13,  3,  c. 
An  examination  of  the  examples  given  there,  reveals  the  fact 
that  the  ending  -«  is  used  only  in  those  cases  where  it  is 
accompanied  by  another  dative  of  the  full  form  in  -mi,  or  by 
one  ending  in  -ai  or  -w.  This  fact  tends  to  discredit  Deecke's 
reading  of  " \{i)h]{L)  ^iaadrw{i)  Coll.  126,  2  and  rw{L)  a{v)- 
dp(jii7r(o{i)  ibid.  3.  Ahrens  {PJiilologus,  xxxv.,  p.  13  f.)  con- 
siders the  forms  in  -wi  as  locatives  wherever  they  are  accom- 
panied by  a  preposition,  and  writes  them  -01.  Cf.  his  view  of 
the  corresponding  ending  -di  in  case  of  the  -d-  stems  ;  see 
above,  §  25,  5. 

4.  On  the  ace.  plu.  in  -os,  see  above,  §  15. 

5.  A'  locative  sing,  in  -oi  seems  to  occur  in  Ilac^ot  Coll.  56, 
I  and  'HSaXtoi  62,  i  ;  possibly  also  in  "" KyjvicKol  59,  2. 
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27. 

Stems  in  -i-. 

TTToXt?  forms  the  dat.  sing.  irroXiji,  {i.e.  tttoXli  ;  see  §  18, 
I,  c)  Coll.  60,  2.  This  represents  the  primitive  formation. 
So  also  the  contracted  'Oaipt  Coll.  72  ;  45,  2.     See  ^  14,  12. 

28. 

Nonns  in  -€vs. 

Deecke  writes  the  oblique  cases  of  these  as  -e/ro?,  -kfi,  etc.,  or 
with  disappearance  of  f,  as  -eo<?,  -ei,  ^Z^.  He  evidently  assumes 
-e'fO"?  to  be  the  primitive  formation.  This  makes  a  difficulty 
in  explaining  the  long  vowel  in  the  penult  of  these  words  in 
other  dialects,  e.g.  Boeotian  Beo-Trfeto?  (=  ^eairujo';),  Coll.  494, 
16;  Thessalian  ^acnXelo<;  (et  =  rj)  345,  2,  1 1  ;  Lesbian  /3aai- 
XT]a<;  304,  A,  13  ;  Ionic  ITX0UT//09  cici.  2665,  b;  I{lean  ^acri- 
Xae?  (for  ^aai\yje<i  ;  d  for  r\  as  frequent  in  Elean)  Coll.  1152, 
3  ;  Att.  ^a(TiXeQ)<;,  iBaaiXen,  ^aatXidf  (for  l3a(TtXrjo<;,  ^aaLXi)a, 
fiaaLX?]a^,  by  quantitative  metathesis  ;  cf.  Old  Attic  oUtjo^;, 
given  in  a  law  in  Lysias  10,  19).  Assuming  -e/ro?,  etc.,  as  the 
original  formation,  the  long  vowel  in  these  forms  can  be 
explained  only  by  compensative  lengthening.  But  certain  as 
a  few  instances  of  this  phenomenon  seem  to  be,  e.g.  aco?  for 
*«/:&)?  (cf.  Lesbian  avco^),  yet  the  existence  of  a  uniform  law, 
by  which  a  short  vowel,  standing  before  f,  is  lengthened 
when  p  disappears,  cannot  be  established.  Such  words  as 
v€o<i  (for  ve'/ros"),  ttXo'o?,  p6o<i,  KXeo^;,  yXvKeo'i,  ^06^,  etc.,  in  fact, 
are  so  numerous  as  to  seem  rather  to  disprove  it. 

It  is  better,  therefore,  to  assume  that  the  original  stem  of 
these  nouns  ended  in  .r\\)-,  not  -€«-.  The  nom.  sing,  then  must 
have  originally  ended  in  --qvs.  This  developed  regularly  to 
-eu?  ;  cf.  /SoO?  for  */3covi;  ;  vdv^;  for  *vnv<;  (Ionic  V7]v<;  is  of 
secondary  origin  after  vrj€<i)  ;  X6yoi<;  for  *x6y(oi<;  (cf.  Skrt. 
gatdis).  See  Spitzer,  Latit.  Ark.  f)ial.,  p.  30 ;  cf.  Meyer,  Gr. 
Cr.,'^  §  298. 
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The  oblique  cases  were  originally  -i}/ro9,  -rjfi,  etc.,  and 
Deecke  is  therefore  wrong  in  writing  /3a(Ti\efro<;,  Keriefe^. 
The  Cyprian  is  the  only  dialect  which  has  preserved  the 
primitive  formation  intact.  All  other  dialects  have  dropped 
f.  The  instances  of  the  formation  are  f3aao\i]Fo<i  Coll.  39, 
I  ;  46;  47;  59,  I  ;  60,  6,  8,  17;  153;  154;  176;  177;  178; 
179;   'R8aXii]F6<;  60,  2  ;   ieprjpo<i  I,   I  ;   KeTirjpe<;  60,   I. 

As  to  the  Cyprian  forms  which  appear  without  the  p  (see 
§  17,  i),  they  must  be  considered  as  retaining  r\,  if  the  theory 
advanced  below  concerning  the  origin  of  ie/9>;<?  be  correct ; 
see  §  29,  2.  The  instances  are:  /3acrtA,f/o<?  Coll.  17,  i  ;  '^S, 
I  ;  40,  2  ;  154,  155  a,  b;  156;  193;  [eprio<i  38,  3;  ^a(n\rjo<i 
Bezz.  Beitr.,  xi.,  p.  316. 

29. 

Other  Peculiarities  of  Declensio7i. 

1.  Peculiar  are  the  accusatives  Ijarripav  (=  Ijarripa)  Coll. 
60,  3  ;  a{v)8pijd{v)rav  59,  2;  Berl  Phil.  Woeh.,  1886,  No.  42, 
col.  1323. 

Brugmann  {Grundriss  der  VergleicJiendcn  Grammatik,  I.,  p. 
198,  and  G7\  Gr.,  §  yy)  suggests  that  possibly  the  -av  of  these 
forms  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  development  of  -7nm :  i.e.  the 
primitive  ending  -7h  developed  before  it  the  vocalic  in,  just  as 
in  Sanskrit  *pddin  became  *pddin}n  whence  pddani.  Cf.  also 
Greek  irorviav  (whence  the  secondary  nom.  irorvia  instead  of 
*7roTi//T<? ;  cf.  Skrt.  pdtni)  from  ^iroTviiinm.  It  seems  much 
more  natural,  however,  in  view  of  the  ace.  sing,  y^k-v,  \xl-v  (for 
fik,  see  §  31,  i)  to  regard  the  v  as  borrowed  from  the  accusa- 
tive of  the  -d-  and  -o-  stems,  as  if  to  mark  more  closely  the 
accusative  character  of  the  form.  Cf.  Thessalian  Kibvav  (from 
mwv)  Coll.  1332,  40.  The  late  forms  vvktu-v  and  dvhpa-v 
which  Brugmann  cites  admit  of  no  other  explanation.  An 
analogous  phenomenon  is  seen  in  the  verb  where  a  primitive 
3d  plu.  imperative  rypayjrdrco  first  inserts  a  pluralizing  v,  pro- 
ducing <ypa'\^dvTa),  and  then  adds  yet  another  plural  sign  in 
fypay^dvTWV.      Cf.  also  Attic  /juadcocrdvTcocrav  ciA.  ii.,  600,  45- 
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feiKova  Coll.  'j6,  2,  follows  the  ordinary  formation. 
dreXijv  Coll.  60,  10,  docs  not  belong  here  ;  see  below,  8. 

2.  The  nom.  sing.  !J6p7]<i  Coll.  33,  i  is  a  collateral  form  of 
ljepev<;  {i.e.  iepevs;),  formed  probably  by  appending  the  regular 
nom.  ending  -s  to  leprj-,  which  appeared  as  the  stem  in  those 
forms  of  Ijepeix;  which  in  course  of  time  came  to  drop  the  f 
(see  §  17,  i),  as,  e.^.,  Ijeprj-o^,  ijepij-i.  This  new  formation 
occurs  also  in  Arcadian  (e.^:  jpa(l)}]<}  Coll.  1230,  7;  /eyo?;'? 
123 1,  B,  et  pass.),  where,  however,  it  must  have  originated  in- 
dependently, if  the  above  explanation  of  the  Cyprian  form  is 
correct. 

3.  Proper  names  in  -«;X.ef^<?  (c:^.  NiA-o/fXef?/?  Coll.  40,  i) 
formed  the  gen.  sing,  regularly  in  -/cXefeo?  (i.e.  -«:\eVe(cr)o9). 
This  formation  is  seen  in  TifioKXeFeo^  Coll.  36 ;  64.  By 
disappearance  of  the  f  (see  §  17,  i)  and  hyphaeresis  of  the 
second  c  (see  §  14,  7)  we  get  the  forms  in  -e'os,  ''^--  Ttfj,oKXeo<; 
35  and  0eo«:Xeo9  126,  i.  Nt«-o«Xe/ro?  179  cannot  be  the  legiti- 
mate offspring  of  KiKOK\eFeo<i  {cf.  TLp.oKkipeo'i),  since  «  before 
o  does  not  disappear.  I  therefore  prefer  to  regard  'KikokXe- 
Fo<i  not  as  a  form  historically  intermediate  between  KiKOKXe- 
feo?  and  Ni/co/^Xe'fo?,  but  as  historically  subsequent  to  both, 
and  a  compromise  between  the  two.  Cf.  German  doppelt, 
which  has  resulted  from  the  combination  of  doppel  and  gedop- 
pelt.  See  Wheeler,  Analogy  and  the  Scope  of  its  Application 
in  Language,  p.  8. 

4.  On  the  nom.  of  proper  names  in  -Kpdrri<i  and  -KpeTj]<i, 
gen.  -fcpdTeo<;  and  -Kpereof,  see  above,  §  3,  i. 

5.  On  }Lvfd{v)0€f:o<;  as  possible  gen.  of  KvFa{v)Or](;,  see 
§  17.  3- 

6.  x"P'  '^"*^'  ^''P'  Meister's  reading  of  Coll.  41  (Berl  Phil. 
JVoch.,    1887,   No.    52,   col.    1644)   for   X''^pirL   and  Bupari  are 

quite  uncertain. 

7.  riX{X)iKaf:o^  Coll.  29;  riX{X)i'Kaft  Bcrl.  Phil.  JVoch., 
1886,  No.  41,  ii.  ;  tafMclfro^  Bcrl  Phil.  Woch.,  1887,  No.  12,  col. 
380,  are  Phoenician  names  (see  Deecke  on  the  last  form)  from 
nominatives  riX(X)t«a?  {cf  TiX{X)iKa{<i)  Coll.  120)  and  lafid^. 

8.  iiTeX/jv   (ace.   sing,  of   dT€Xij<i)   Coll.  60,    10,  is  formed 
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after  the  analogy  of  masculine  -d-  stems  {-ds : -dv : : -tis : -tiv). 
Cf.  Lesbian  hai^oTeXT^v  Coll.  304,  A,  44.  Meister  {Griechische 
Dialekte,  I.,  p.  i54f.)-     See  above,  §  14,  6;  29,  i. 


30. 

Adjectives. 

The  form  vefoaraTai;  Coll.  59,  2,  is  taken  by  Ahrens 
{Philologiis,  XXXV.)  as  for  vefOTdTa<i,  i.e.  superlative  of  vefo<^ 
(Att.  reo?).  The  ending  -araro^  in  that  case  must  be  ex- 
plained as  borrowed  from  the  superlative  of  -eor-  stems,  e.g. 
a(T(fia\€aTaTo<;.  This  occurs  also  in  other  dialects,  e.g.  alSoie- 
aTaTO<i  (superlative  of  alSoio<;)  Pindar,  O/.  iii.  y6  ;  a^doveaT€po<i 
Plato,  Rep.  460,  B,  where  the  adaptation  to  the  -to-  stems  is 
more  complete  than  in  case  of  vefoaraTO^;. 

31. 

Prononns. 

1.  The  ace.  sing.  /ieV  for  /xe  occurs  in  Coll.  71,  the  v  appar- 
ently being  added  on  the  same  principle  as  in  Ijarrjpav  for 
Ijarrjpa ;  see  §  29,  i . 

2.  Another  form  of  the  ace.  sing,  is  /xt  Coll,  i,  2  ;  2,  2. 
This  form,  which  is  for  jxiv  with  omitted  final  nasal  (see  §  23, 
2,  5),  must  have  developed  from  fxev,  just  as  iV  from  eV;  see 
above,  §  7,  2.  /ie  also  occurs  Coll.  15,  2,  and  (elided)  126,  i. 
Voigt  reads  fxiv  edrjKe  in  Coll.  45,  3  ;  but  see  §  9,  4. 

3.  fol  occurs  as  a  simple  pronoun  of  the  3d  person  without 
reflexive  force  {=  avrw)  in  Coll.  60,  29;  59,  3. 

4.  Deecke  claims  t6{v)  as  demonstrative  in  ro{v)  86/jL6{v) 
'^ASrj  126,  2,  but  the  whole  passage  is  extremely  uncertain. 

The  nom.  pi.  masc.  of  the  article  is  ol  after  the  analogy  of 
the  singular  o.  The  primitive  nom.  pi.  toI  has  disappeared 
as  in  Attic  and  elsewhere. 

5.  The  article  occurs  as  relative  several  times,  vis.  tov 
■Coll.  60,  21  ;  Tck  71  ;  possibly  also  0,  60,  12,  25,  unless  this 
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be  for  09  with  omitted  final  -s,  according  to  §  20,  i.     ra,  which 
Deecke  reads  in  68,  4,  is  doubtful ;  cf.  p.  2. 

6.  On  ah  for  rt?  Coll.  60,  10,  23,  see  §  22,  2.  On  67ncn<i 
(=  oan^),  see  §  21,  3  ;  22,  2. 

7.  Dceckc  claims  0-4(9)  in  relative  sense  in  Coll.  126,  i, 
comparing  Thessalian  /ct?  k€  in  rai'  ovuXav,  KicrKe  •yLvveiTei 
{=r]'Ti<^  av  ^iyvqrai)  CoLL.  345,  22.  But  the  reading  of  the 
Cyprian  form  is  quite  uncertain.     Cf .  ^  20,  i  ad  fin. 

8.  A  demonstrative  rovvv  seems  to  occur  in  the  bilingual 
in  Berl.  Phil.   Woch.,  1886,  No.  42,  col.  1323. 

9.  peavTo),  Meister's  conjecture  in  his  new  reading  of 
Coll.  42  {Bci-l.  Phil.  Woch.,  1887,  No.  52,  col.  1644),  is  ex- 
ceedingly improbable. 

32. 
Conjugation. 

1.  In  Coll.  60,  i,  Deecke  writes  KarefopKUiv  from  an  as- 
sumed present  Kara-popKow,  'besiege'  {cf  iroXiopKeco  for  iroXi- 
fopKeco).  Hence  KarepopKcov  is  the  regular  contracted  3d  pi. 
imperfect  ind.  for  *KareFopKoov.  Ahrens,  however  {Philologns, 
XXXV.,  p.  34),  prefers  to  write  KartfopKov.  This  he  refers  to 
the  same  present,  KarafopKow,  but  thinks  that  this  verb  has 
followed  in  Cyprian  the  same  tendency  as  the  contract  verbs 
in  Arcadian  {cf  Arcadian  ^afiiovro),  imperative  from  ^ap-ioco 
Coll.  1222,  17;  ^ap,i6vTe<i  1222,  50),  and  has  passed  over 
into  the  -|j.i  class.  But  the  Arcadian  does  not  follow  this 
tendency  invariably,  e.^:  ^a/j.Lcoada)  (contract),  not  ^apio-ado), 
Coll.  1222,  28;  so  that  Deecke's  reading  seems  altogether 
safer. 

2.  ?}<?  is  given  by  Sayce  {Bcj-l.  Phil.  JVoch.,  1884,  No.  21), 
imperfect  ind.  3d  sing,  from  7;yu,/.  He  gives  only  this  form, 
apart  from  any  context,  and  without  reference  to  the  certainty 
of  the  text.  If  correct  it  furnishes  an  interesting  parallel  to 
Arcadian  y<;  (for  *e'-e<T-T,  the  primitive  formation)  Coll.  1222, 
37.      Cf.  Boeotian  Trapel^  {i.e.  -)}<;)  Coll.  500,  8. 

3.  €7riarai<i,  Deecke's  reading  in  Coll.  6S,  3,  would,  if 
correct,  be  for  cTTiaranj'i,  aor.  opt.,  with  the  mode-sign  of  the 
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plural,  I,  instead  of  that  of  the  singular.  But  frequent  as  is 
the  opposite  phenomenon,  that  of  -\.r\-  instead  of  x  in  the  dual 
and  plural  {e.g.  cnalriTov,  aratTj/jiev),  yet  instances  of  the  re- 
verse are  not  elsewhere  found,  and  we  should  be  slow  to 
credit  one  in  the  present  case,  the  more  so  since  the  sense 
which  Deecke  gives  this  word  {Bez::;.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  yS,  "  nicht 
mochtest  du  dich  liber  die  Gottheit  stellen  "  {ixrj  ...  eiricTTaU 
.  .  .  decoi),  does  not  belong  to  ic^iarT^fxi,  which  may  have  the 
sense  of  'to  be  in  command  of,'  but  not  that  of  'to  hold  one- 
self superior  to.' 

4.  Karedijav  CoLL.  6o,  27,  is  the  plural  of  the  unthematic 
aor.  ind.  of  KaraTidrj/Mt.  The  root  syllable  appears  as  Oi  in- 
stead of  de-  according  to  §  7,  i  ;  on  j  see  §  18,  i,  a.  The  end- 
ing is  -av.  The  normal  formation  would  have  been  ^KarWevr, 
i.e.  KareOev.  Cf.  Arcadian  aveOev  Coll.  1229;  1230.  The 
ending  -av  has  been  borrowed  from  consonant  stems,  where 
the  primitive  ending  -vt  became  -nr  and  so  developed  regu- 
larly as  -av(T),  e.g.  eScoKav,  for  ^iScoKnr ;  eXvcrav  for  *6\v(TnT 
(see  Meyer,  (7r.  Gr.,'^  §  530).  Identical  with  Cyprian  KareOijav 
are  Boeotian  avWe-av  and  dvedei-av  Coll.  855  ;   571,  2. 

5.  Karidia-av  (Att.  Karedeaav)  CoLL.  20,  2,  ought  regularly 
to  appear  as  Karedecrav.  The  i  is  to  be  explained  as  borrowed 
from  the  formation  just  mentioned,  KareOijav.  The  termina- 
tion is  of  secondary  origin,  as  in  case  of  the  Att.  Karedecrav, 
being  borrowed  from  the  sigmatic  aor.,  e.g.  eXvaav,  where 
-o-av  was  felt  as  ending.  Voigt's  suspicion  of  this  form  {Bezz. 
Beitr.,  ix.,  p.  165)  I  am  unable  to  share. 

6.  On  the  aor.  wpia-eru  Coll.  126,  l  see  §  3,  4. 

7.  On  the  ending  tj  for  r\  in  the  3d  sing,  of  the  aor.  sub- 
junctive, see  §  12,  3,  b. 

8.  In  Coll.  60,  26,  note,  Deecke  takes  IvaXaXLo-fxeva  as 
perfect  pass,  participle  from  lv-a\L^co  (i.e.  iv  and  aki^w,  from 
«Xo?,  Att.  77X09  'nail')  hence  'nailed  up,'  'suspended  by  a 
nail.'  But  this  assumption  of  the  so-called  Attic  reduplica- 
tion in  a  verb  beginning  with  a  long  vowel  is  unwarranted. 
Deecke  and  Siegismund's  earlier  reading  in  Curtius'  Studicn, 
vii.,  p.   255,   lva\(\)a\L(T[jieva  (feTrija)  "  diese  ausgetauschten 
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Worte  "  (from  iv-a\{\)d\L^a))  still  seems  preferable,  notwith- 
standing aiXcov  in  6o,  14. 

9.  ipepdfxeva  is  Dcccke's  reading  in  Coll.  6S,  2.  He 
explains  it  {Bezs.  Bcitr.,  vi.,  p.  79)  as  perfect  participle  of 
epdfiai,  comparing  aXaX7]/jLai,  dXdXvKTrjfjiat  for  the  reduplica- 
tion. But  the  lengthening  of  d  to  c  is  unaccountable,  and 
the  use  of  so  strong  a  word  as  epafiac  in  the  sense  of  "liebes," 
as  Deecke  takes  it,  would  be  remarkable.  Homeric  rjpa  in 
ypa  (f>epeiv,  which  Deecke  compares,  probably  has  no  etymo- 
logical connection  with  epafiai. 

10.  An  infinitive  ending  -/Tt'vai  occurs  in  Sofevai  (from 
SlSco/jll)  Coll.  60,  5,  15.  Cf.  Skrt.  dd-vcine.  This  ending  is 
probably  the  original  of  that  appearing  in  Attic  hovvai  (for 
*8o{F)evai,  delvai  (for  *6e-{F)evai).  S6/ji€{v)  read  by  Deecke  in 
Coll.  126,  2,  is  uncertain;  §  23,  4. 

11.  The  ending  of  the  present  infinitive  of  -w-verbs  is 
uncertain.  Whether  we  should  transcribe  this  as  -iv  or  -r\v  can- 
not be  determined.  It  is  perhaps  safest  to  follow  the  closely 
related  Arcadian  {c/.  Arcadian  Ifxcj^alvev  Coll.  1222,  24; 
virap^ev  1222,  53)  and  write  e^^ev  in  Cyprian  in  Coll.  60,  10, 
22,  where  Deecke  gives  €x,v^-  If  ^^  read  ex^v,  it  is  best  to 
assume  an  independent  infinitive  suffi.x  -v,  i.e.  fc'%-e-y,  as  is 
done  by  Spitzer  (Laut.  Ark.  Dial.,  p.  56)  and  Brugmann 
{GriecJnsche  Gramniatik,  §  146,  5)  in  case  of  the  Arcadian  and 
Doric  forms. 

12.  Whether  Kvp.epr)vai,  Deecke's  reading  in  Coll.  68,  4, 
may  be  a  Cyprian  infinitive,  like  the  Homeric  cf)op>jvat,  from 
an  assumed  *Kv/ji€pe(o  for  *Kvp,6pdo)  —  i.e.  Kv^epvdco  {cf.  Sa/j.d(o 
beside  Sa/nvno))  as  taken  by  Deecke  {Becz.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  80) 
seems  altogether  doubtful  ;  see  §  24,  8. 

13.  The  imperative  irWt,  is  found  in  Coll.  135. 

14.  ev  TTOTe  iFpe^a  CoLL.  71  is  not  properly  a  case  of 
tmesis,  as  Deecke  {Bezz.  Beitr.,  vi.,  p.  152)  takes  it,  since  a 
form  eveFpe^a  is  an  impossibility  ;  but  e'^  opv^rj  Coll.  60,  12 
(twice),  24,  25,  has  in  each  of  the  four  instances  a  divisor 
between  the  preposition  and  the  verb. 

15.  The  participles  I6{v)ra  Coll.  60,  23,  and  i7n6{v)Ta  60, 
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g,  19,  22,  z.e.  eovra  eTreovra  (see  §  7,  I  and  cf.  Ion.  ioov,  eovro^) 
represent  the  thematic  formation  from  the  strong  form  of  the 
root  icr-,  in  place  of  the  primitive  o-nr-,  which  has  everywhere 
disappeared.     Cf.  Meyer,  Gr.  Gr?,  §  601. 


33. 

Prepositio7is. 

1.  ttTTu  {i.e.  airo  ;  see  §  9,  2)  occurs  in  Cyprian  with 
the  dative  only,  vis.   airv  rdi   ^dc  Coll.   60,   8,    17;  dcj)    wt 

59.  3- 

2.  e'l  is  used  before  consonants  as  well  as  before  vowels 

(see  §  24,  i),  and  like  clttv  governs  the  dative  only.  The 
examples  are  e^  tml  'x^oopua  Coll.  60,  11;  i^  rat  tttoXiJi  60, 
6 ;  e'^  rcoc  Folkcoc  60,  5  ;  i^  rat  ^dc  60,  24  ;  e'^  tmc  KairooL  60, 
24.     The  form  eV  does  not  occur. 

3.  TTo?.  Reference  has  already  been  made  above  to  the  view 
of  Baunack  and  Meister  (see  §  20,  3),  according  to  which  tto?  is 
a  phonetic  development  from  ttotl.  The  grounds  for  reject- 
ing this  view  were  also  stated  in  the  same  connection.  Cf. 
also  Bechtel,  Be:;::.  Beitr.,  x.,  p.  287. 

7ro9  and  ttotl  are  really  independent  of  each  other,  being 
different  formations  from  the  same  theme,  ^ttot.  The  former 
is  for  *7ro'T-9,  where  -s  is  the  same  suffix  as  seen  in  e^  (i.e.  eV?), 
and  dyjr-  (i.e.  aTr-?-),  probably  the  weak  form  of  the  gen.  suffix 
-€s,  -OS  as  seen  in  heairoTrj^  for  Se/ji-a-'TroTrj^;,  Lat.  frnettl-s  {cf.  J. 
Strachan,  Abstufung  in  Case-Endings,  Bezz.  Beitr.,  xiv.,  p. 
174).  iroT-i,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  locative  formation.  With 
the  relation  existing  between  tto?  and  itot-l  compare  also  that 
between  Trpo?  {i.e.  *7rpoT-9)  and  Trpor-i;  e/?  {i.e.  *iv-^)  and  ev-L 

4.  V  occurs  in  Coll.  74,  3,  in  the  sense  of  eVt ;  also  in 
composition  in  u€v^dfu,€vo<i  (see  §  17,  2  ad  fiJi)  45,  2  ;  and 
v-y^7Jp(t)v  {i.e.  i'jTi')(eipov  ;  see  Ahrens,  PJiilologus,  xxxv.,  p.  30  ff.) 

60,  5.  15- 

5.  In  Coll.  60,  10,  22,  28  we  also  find  the  peculiar  form 
vfai^,  which  is  plausibly  explained  by  Baunack  {Inschrift  voji 
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Gortyn,  p.  44)  as  follows.  From  the  preposition  v  already 
mentioned  (see  4,  above)  was  first  formed  v-ai,  the  ai  being  the 
same  suffix  as  seen  in  the  Homeric  vrr-aL  and  irap-al  {cf.  vttoX 
TToSa  velarov  1^  824  ;  irapal  iroalv  0  280),  etc.  This  vaL  ap- 
pears in  Cyprian  as  vFai-<i.  The  f  is  parasitic  (see  §  17,  2), 
The  -s  is  the  same  suffix  as  that  already  mentioned  in  connec- 
tion with  TToV  and  Trpo^  (see  above,  3).  Cf.  also  [xe-^pi-<;  beside 
P'^XP'' '  ^1^4'^''^  beside  dp(f)i ;  TLleau  aVeu--?  beside  civev  Coll. 
1 1 57. 

The  incorrectness  of  Ahrens'  view,  which  connects  u/rat? 
with  the  Skrt.  adverbs  in  -dis,  has  already  been  shown  above, 
§  II,  2. 

6.  i{v)  (see  §  23,  2,  4)  governs  the  ace.  as  well  as  the  dat., 
e.g-.  l(v)  Ta{v)  6l6v  Coll.  60,  27 ;  i{v)  tvx"-'-  59-  4-  '^"^ 
frequently. 

34. 

Conjunctions. 

1.  On  7}  'if  see  §  14,  6.  This  is  probably  from  the  same 
root  as  the  Doric  al  and  Att.  el,  though  the  relations  of  the 
three  forms  to  each  other  are  obscure.  Baunack  {hischrift  von 
Gortyn,  p.  50)  assumes  a  stem  svo-  to  which  he  refers  et  (for 
*cr/:"et)  as  locative  {cf.  oikci)  and  r/  (i.e.  *aFn)  as  instrumental ; 
also  a  stem  sva-  to  which  he  refers  al  (for  *cr/raZ)  as  locative  ; 
cf.  yap-f^^- 

2.  Ka^  'and'  sometimes  loses  its  final  -s  and  appears  as  kc'i, 
as  already  explained  above;  see  $  20,  \.  The  relation  of 
these  forms  to  Kal  of  the  other  dialects  is  obscure.  Baunack 
{Insc/irift  I'on  Gortyn,  p.  44)  thinks  that  nai  was  the  original 
form,  which  before  vowels  became  /ca/,  then  kci,  and  that  this 
Kci  was  extended  to  «:r/-?  by  the  addition  of  -s,  as  in  case  of 
/xfc%/3r-<?  for  p-expi,  i'tc.  (see  §  33,  5).  But  no  traces  of  an  ante- 
vocalic  form  Ku  are  elsewhere  found,  and  the  addition  of  -«, 
while  frequent  in  adverbs  and  prepositions,  is  hardly  to  be 
assumed  for  a  pure  conjunction  like  Kai.  The  explanation 
of  Ka<i  and  Ka  is  further  complicated  by  the  existence  of  the 
form  Kar    Coll.   59,    i.     Deecke  (Index  to  Coll.   I.,  p.  'j'j) 
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suggests  that  the  elided  vowel  is  i,  i.e.  koti.  Hall  {Proceed- 
ings Am.  Or.  Soe.,  x.,  p.  clviii.)  suggests  ko.  re  (i.e.  kul  re)  in 
the  sense  of  the  usual  re  Kat ;  but  this  is  impossible. 

Assuming  with  Deecke  that  kutl  was  the  full  form  of  this 
word  we  are  not  justified  in  assuming  that  this  developed 
to  *Kdai  and  then  to  k(U  (before  vowels),  since  in  that  event 
we  should  not  find  ku-tl  and  /ca9  side  by  side.  Nor  can  we 
explain  Kal  as  developed  from  Karc  through  the  medium  of 
*Kdcn,  since  the  secondary  <r  of  the  latter  form  would  not  have 
disappeared,  but  would  have  remained. 

3.  Ihe  occurs  Coll.  60,  12,  24,  used  like  the  apodotic  he  to 
introduce  the  conclusion  of  a  conditional  sentence.  In  60, 
26  it  has  the  force  of  the  simple  Se. 

4.  t  '  and '  is  found  Coll.  60,  24. 

5.  Trdi  Coll,  60,  4;  60,  12  ;  71  is  most  naturally  explained 
like  the  Attic  inj  as  an  instrumental  which  has  assumed 
the  I  secondarily.     Meyer,  Gr.  Gr.,'^  §  388. 
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